
December 19, 1970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 42667 

SENATE-Saturday, December 19, 1970 
(Legislative day of Tuesday, December 15, 1970) 

The Senate met at 9 a.m., on the ex
piration of the recess, and was called to 
order by Hon. JAMES B. ALLEN, a Senator 
from the State of Alabama. 

The Chaplain, the Reverend Edward 
L. R. Elson, D.D., offered the following 
prayer: 

0 Thou infinite and eternal Spirit, we 
thank Thee tha;t Thou hast revealed thy
self in the va-st stretches of nature, in 
the tumultuous events of history, in the 
mighty deeds of men, and also in tiny 
things like an atom or a baby. 

We thank Thee, 0 God, that Thou 
didst not come a giant to little folk but 
a baby nestling in the heart of humanity. 
We thank Thee for the wise simplicity 
of the manger-scene. At this sea-son 
may we come to know the mighty power 
o! love, the beauty of motherhood, the 
sunple trust and open faith of a. little 
child. May we see beyond the vi•sible 
the message of the invisible. May we 
this day open our hearts to divine love, 
to think as the Man of Nazareth 
thought, to sacrifice as the Man on the 
cross sacrificed, and to help bring to 
fulfillment the promise of Bethlehem 
"Peace on earth among men of good will." 

In Thy holy name we pray. Amen. 

DESIGNATION OF ACTING PRESI
DENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will please read a communication to the 
Senate from the President pro tempore 
(Mr. RUSSELL). 

The legislative clerk read the following 
letter: 

U.S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

WMhtngton, D.C., December 19, 1970. 
To the Senate: 

Being temporarily absent !rom the Senate, 
I appoint Hon. JAMES B. ALLEN, a. Senator 
from the 3tate of Alabama, to perform the 
duties of the Chair during my absence. 

RICHARD B. RUSSELL, 
Prestdent pro tempore. 

Mr. ALLEN thereupon took the chair 
as Acting President pro tempore. 

THE JOURNAL 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I a.sk 
unanimous consent that the Journal of 
the proceedings of Friday, December 18, 
1970, be approved. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

COMMITTEE MEETINGS DURING 
SENATE SESSION 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent th31t all committees 
be authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate today. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it 1s so ordered. 

THE CALENDAR 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of measures on 
the calendar to which there is no objec
tion, beginning with Calendar No. 1489. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

SOUTH PACIFIC COMMISSION 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
joint resolution <H.J. Res. 1162) to 
amend Public Law 403, 80th Congress, of 
January 28, 1948, providing for member
ship and participation by the United 
States in the South Pacific Commis.sion 
which had been reported from the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations with an 
amendment on page 1, line 9, after the 
word "exceed•', strike out "$325,000, and 
insert "$250,ooo••. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The amendment was ordered to be en

grossed -and the joint resolution to be 
read a third time. 

The joint resolution was read the third 
time, and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD an excerpt from the report <No. 
91-1477), explaining the purposes of the 
measure. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE 
House Joint ResolUJtion 1162, a.s proposed 

to be amended by the committee would raise 
the authorized limit on annual U.S. contri
butions to the South Pacific Commission 
from not to exceed $200,000 a. year to $250,000. 

BACKGROUND 
The South Pacific Commission was created 

in 1948 by the six countries then having 
administrative responsibilit ies tor territories 
in the South Pacific: AustraUa, France, the 
Netherlands, New Zealand, the United King
dom, and the United States. The Netherlands 
withdrew when it ceased to be an administer
tug authority, but two newly independent 
nations-Western Samoa and Nauru-have 
joined. The following table gives the present 
membership and n.ssessments: 

Percent 

Australia. ---------·- ---------- --------- 81 
United States------------------------ - 20 
United Kingdom___ ___________________ 17 
New Zealand-- ------------------------ 16 
France ------------------------------- 14 Western Samoa_______________________ 1 

Nauru ------------------------------- 1 
It is expected that Fiji will become a. member 
in the near future. 

The purpose of the Commission is to pro
mote the economic and social advancement 
ot the people in the area.. Its role in this task 
is entirely advisory and consultative, con
sisting of research, training, technical con
ferences, seminars, ;and other means of sup
plemeruting and complementing the programs 
carried on by the metropolltan powers and 
independent countries in the area.. It has 

been described as a "spa.rkplug" organization 
and one which the peoples of the South 
Pacific area consider to be "their organiza
tion." There is no other regional organization 
in this area. and the U.N.'s modest programs 
there are coordinated by the South Pacific 
Commission with those of its member 
nations. 

HEARINGS RELATING TO VARIOUS 
BILLS TO REPEAL THE EMER
GENCY DETENTION ACT OF 1950 

The concurrent resolution (H. Con. 
Res. 788) authorizing the printing of 
additional copies of "Hearings Relating 
to Various Bills To Repeal the Emergency 
Detention Act of 1950," 91st Congress, 
second session, was considered and 
agreed to. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I a-sk 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD an excerpt from the report (No. 
91-1478), explaining the purposes of the 
mea.sure. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
as follows: ' 

House Concurrent Resolution 788 would 
authorize the printing !or the use of the 
House Committee on Internal Security of 
3,000 ·a.dditi.onal copies of the publlcation en
titled "Hearings Relating to Various Bllls To 
Repeal the Emergency Detention Act of 1950," 
91st Congress, second session. 

The printing-cost estimate, supplled by the 
Publlc Printer, is a.s follows: 

Prtnttng-cost esttmate 
Back to press, first 1,000 copies ___ $6,624.70 
2,000 additional copies, a.t $1,585.95 

per thousand__________________ 3, 171.90 

Total estimated cost (H. 
Con.Res.788)----------- 9, 796.60 

PRAYERS OF HOUSE CHAPLAIN 

The concurrent resolution <H. Con. 
Res. 789) to provide for the printing of 
the prayers offered by the Chaplain a.s 
a House document was considered and 
agreed to. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
REcORD an excerpt from the report (No. 
91-1479), explaining the purposes of the 
measure. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

House Concurrent Resolution 789 would 
provide ( 1) that the prayers offered by the 
Chaplain, the Reverend Gardiner Latch, D.D., 
L.HD .. a.t the opening of the dally sessions 
of the House of Representatives of the United 
States during the 89th, 90th, and 91st ,Con
gresses, be printed, with appropriate Ulus
tra.tton, a.s a House document: and (2) that 
3,000 additional copies of such document be 
printed and bound for the use of the House 
of Representatives, to be distributed by the 
Chaplain of the House of Representatives. 

The printing-cost estimate, supplted by the 
PubUc Printer, ts a.s 1ollows: 

' .. 
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Printing-cost estimate 

To print as a document (1,500 
copies)---------------------- $10,281.50 

3,000 additional copies a.t 
$1,692.18 per thousand________ 5, 076. 84 

Total estimated cost (H. 
Con.Res.789)---------- 15,358.34 

'HEARINGS ON U.S. 
AGREEMENTS AND 
MENTS ABROAD 

SECURITY 
COl\IIMIT-

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 85) 
authorizing the printing as a Senate 
document of a compilation of the hear
ings on U.S. security agreements and 
commitments abroad which had been re
ported from the Committee on Rules and 
Administration with an amendment to 
strike out all after the resolving clause 
and insert: 

That there be printed for the use of the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations four 
thousand additional copies each of parts 1 
through 11 of its hearings of the Ninety-first 
Congress on United States Security Agree
ments and Commitments Abroad. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The concurrent resolution, as amended, 

was agreed to. 
The title was amended, so as to read: 

"Concurrent resolution authorizing the 
printing of additional copies of Senate 
hearings on United States Security 
Agreements and Commitments Abroad". 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the report 
<No. 91-1480), explaining the purposes of 
the measure. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Senate Concurrent Resolution 85 as re
ferred would provide ( 1) that there be 
printed as a Senate document a compilation 
of the hearings on United States security 
agreements and commitments abroad, held 
before the Subcommittee on United States 
Security Agreements and Commitments 
Abroad of the Senate Committee on Foreign 
Relations, and (2) that there be printed 
4,000 additional copies of such hearings for 
the use of that committee. 

The Senate Committee on Rules and Ad
ministration has amended Senate Concur
rent Resolution 85 by deleting the provision 
that the hearings be reprinted in the form 
of a Senate document. The Rules Commit
tee has amended the title also, to conform 
With the deletion. In its amended form the 
concurrent resolution would provide the 
Senate Committee on Foreign Relations with 
4,000 additional copies of each of parts 1 
through 11 of its hearings on security agree
ments and commitments a.broad. 

The printing-cost estimate, supplied by the 
Public Printer, is as follows: 

Printing-cost estimate 
Back to press, first 1,000 copies __ $11, 074. 83 
3,000 additional copies, at 

$2,138.15 per thousand________ 6, 144. 45 

Total estimated cost (S. 
Con. Res. 85) ---------- 17,489. 28 

CLIFFORD DAVIS FEDERAL OFFICE 
BUILDING 

The bill <H.R. 19890) to name a Fed
eral building in Memphis, Tenn., for the 
late Clifford Davis was considered, or-

dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

BILL PASSED OVER 
The bill, H.R. 15188, to amend the Fish 

and Wildlife Act of 1956 to provide a 
criminal penalty for shooting at certain 
birds, fish, and other animals from an 
aircraft, was announced. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Over, Mr. President. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The bill will be passed over. 

LT. COMDR. LEROY E. COON, U.S. 
NAVY, RETffiED 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill (S. 2956) to provide private relief of 
Lt. Comdr. LeRoy E. Coon, Supply Corps, 
U.S. Navy, retired, continued on active 
duty in a retired status after June 30, 
1967, which had been reported from the 
Committee on the Judiciary with an 
amendment to strike out all after the 
enacting clause and insert: 

That, notwithstanding the provisions of 
footnote 1 of section 1402(a) of title 10, 
United States Code, Lieutenant Commander 
LeRoy E. Coon, Supply Corps, United States 
Navy (retired), who served on active duty in 
a retired status from July 1, 1967, through 
June 30, 1969, shall be entitled to have his 
retired pay recomputed effective July 1, 1969, 
and the rate of basic pay used for such re
computation shall be that rate in effect on 
June 30, 1969. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The bill was ordered to be engrossed 

for a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the report 
<No. 91-1495), explaining the purposes 
of the measure. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE OF AMENDMENT 

The purpose of the amendment is to re
flect the views of the Department of the 
Navy. 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of the bill as amended is 
that, notwithstanding the provisions of foot
note 1 of section 1402(a) of title 10, United 
States Code, Lt. Comdr. LeRoy E. Coon, Sup
ply Corps, U.S. Navy (retired), who served 
on active duty 1n a retired status from July 
1, 1967, through June 30, 1969, shall be en
titled to have his retired pay recomputed ef
fective July 1, 1969, and the rate of basic 
pay used for such recomputation shall be 
that rate in effect on June 30, 1969. 

STATEMENT 

The facts of the case as contained in 
the departmental report to the committee 
chairman dated June 30, 1970, are as fol
lows: 

Present retired pay statutes provide that 
a retired officer who serves on active duty 
following such retirement and who is sub
sequently released from that active duty 
shall be entitled to recompute his retired pay 
only if he has served at least 2 years on 
active duty following his retirement. When 
the member concerned has established his 
eligibility to recompute his retired pay based 
on the fact that he has served on active 
duty in a retired status for at least 2' years, 
he may or may not be eligible to recom
pute his retired pay based on the rates of 
basic pay in effect at the time of his re-

lease. This determination depends on wheth
er he has been entitled to basic pay un
der the rates of basic pay in effect upon 
his release from active duty for a continuous 
period of at least 2 years. If the member 
has served on active duty for at least 2 
years but has not been entitled to basic 
pay for a. continuous period of 2 years un
der the rates of basic pay in effect at the 
time of his release, he is entitled to re
compute his retired pay under the rates of 
basic pay replaced by those in effect upon 
his release from active duty, (10 U.S.C. 1402 
(a), footnote 1.) 

Lieutenant Commander Coon served on 
active duty for 2 years following his retire
ment on July 1, 1967. On that date the rates 
of basic pay which became effective July 1, 
1966, were m effect. Lieutenant Commander 
Coon was released from active duty on June 
30, 1969, and the rates of basic pay which be
came effective on July 1, 1968, were in effct on 
that date. Under operation of footnote 1, 
section 1402(a.), title 10, United States Code, 
he became eligible to recompute his retired 
pay based on the rates which came into effect 
on October 1, 1967, plus the consumer price 
index increases authorized by section 1401 
(a), title 10, United States Code. The reason 
that his eligiblllty is computed on the basis 
of the October 1, 1967, pay Mtes is that he 
had not served for a continuous period of 
2 years under the l.'ates of basic pay in effect 
at the time of his release. However, since he 
had served on active duty for a continuous 
period of 2 years, he was entitled to compute 
under the rates of basic pay replaced by those 
in effect upon his release from active duty, to 
wit, the October 1, 1967, rates of basic pay. 

The foregoing has common application to 
all officers who were involved in situations 
similar to Lieutenant Commander Coon's. 
The records of the Department of the Navy 
indicate that Lieutenant Commander Coon 
had been informed of the method by which 
his retired pay would be computed prior to 
his voluntarily agreeing to remain on active 
duty in a retired status. There appears to be 
no reason for providing relief for Lieutenant 
Commander Coon without similarly provid
ing for others in the same or similar situa
tions. 

The Department of Defense has recom
mended general legislation which would per
mit Lieutenant Commander Coon, and all 
others similarly situated, to recompute re
tired pay based on the rates of basic pay in 
effect at the time of release so long as the 
member had served on active duty for a con
tinuous period of at least 2 years. (See the 
Department of Defense substitute bill recom
mended in its report on H.R. 15142 as set out 
at p. 4, H. Rept. No. 836, 91st Cong., second 
sess. (1970) .) Accordingly, the Department of 
the Navy has no objection to that portion of 
S. 2956 which would permit Lieutenant Com
mander Coon to recompute his retired pay 
based on the rates of basic pay in effect on 
June 30, 1969, although the Department of 
the Navy prefers the general legislation en
visioned in the Department of Defense sub
stitute bill recommended in its Teport on 
H.R. 15142. The Department of the Navy does 
not favor enactment of that portion of S. 
2956 which would provide Lieutenant Com
mander COon with a constructive release date 
of July 1, 1969, since he in fact was released 
on June 30, 1969, and there appears to be no 
equitable reason for changing that date. 

Enactment of S. 2956 would not result in 
any increased budgetary requirement to the 
Department of Defense. 

In <agreement with the views of the Navy 
the committee recommends that the bill as 
amended be favorably reported. 

BILL PASSED OVER 
The bill, S. 3908, for the relief of the 

widow and children of Thomas Fillifant 
was announced. 
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Over, Mr. President. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The bill will be passed over. 

THOMAS J. BECK 

The bill <H.R. 4982) for the relief of 
Thomas J. Beck was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the REcoRD an excerpt from the report 
<No. 91-1483), explaining the purposes 
of the measure. 

There being no objection, •the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of the proposed legisl81tion 
is to pay Thomas J. Beck $479.96 in settle
ment of his claims against the Un1Jted States 
for travel and relocation expenses incurred 
in 1967 incident to a transfer from Tusca
loosa, Ala., to Washington, D.C., as an em
ployee of ·the U.S. Naval Air Systems Com
ma.nd. The amended ·bill would also have the 
effect of wralving any outstanding claims of 
the Un.1Jted States against the employee inci
dent to the same move. 

STATEMENT 

The facts in this case as contained in 
House Report 91-1238 areas follows: 

The Depa.r.tm.ent of the Navy in its report 
to the committee has questioned the relief 
provided in the ibUl. The Navy also suggested 
amendments as to the amount stated in the 
bill and the waiver of any ouUsrta.nding Ua
billty on tthe part of the claimant to the 
United States incident to the same matter. 
The oommi·ttee has :recommended amend
ments embodying the substance of the rec
ommendations of the Department. 

Immediately prior to accepting employ
ment with the Department of the Navy, 
Thomas J. Beck attended the Univer
sity of Alabama and just prior to re
ceiving his bachelor of science degree 
in mechanical engineering, he was inter
viewed and hired in 1966 by the U.S. Naval Air 
Systems Command. At that time he entered 
into the junior engineering training pro
gram of that command and followed a course 
of education at the same university from 
September 1966 to August 1967. On comple
tion of that program, he performed the 
travel referred to In the bill. As Is noted In 
the Department of the Navy report, the travel 
was performed from August 19 to 21, 1967 
and was followed by a short period during 
which he sought permanent housing In the 
Washington area. 

The problem In this case, as Is noted In the 
Department of the Navy letter, is that Mr. 
Beck was Incorrectly advised by a letter from 
the Navy dated March 30, 1967, that he 
would be reimbursed for the following ex-
penses: · 

(a) Payment of per diem to an employee's 
dependents. 

(b) Payment of temporary quarters or 
subsistence expenses incident to occupancy 
of temporary quarters. 

(c) Miscellaneous expenses associated with 
discontinuing residence at one station and 
establishing residence incident to permanent 
duty travel. 

The Navy report notes that under appli
cable laws and regulations, the three items 
mentioned above are not authorized as the 
basis for payments to employees assigned for 
training to a non-Government facility. Mr. 
Beck was authorized to be reimbursed for 
travel expenses in the amount of $111.96 
and per diem In the amount of $40, for a 
total of $151.96. 

Mr. Beck claimed reimbursement for the 
expenditures incurred by him and his fam
ily as follows: 
Travel expenses ___________________ $111.96 

Per diem (for self, wife and chil-

dren -------------------------- 99.00 
Temporary quarters and subsistence 

(9 days)------------------ - - ---- 324.00 
Miscellaneous moving costs________ 200. 00 

Total---------------------- 734.96 

The committee has carefully considered 
this matter and has concluded that this is 
an appropriate case for legislative relief. The 
Na.vy has stated that Mr. Beck was Incor
rectly advised by letter that he would be re
imbursed for the expenses in three cate
gories subsequently determined not to be 
applicable in his case. Mr. Beck has stated 
that he was not only assured by letter but 
a1so orally before making arrangements for 
his move that these three items· would be 
paid. He has further stated that had he been 
inform.ed correctly concerning reimburse
ment, he would have made other arrange
ments. Furthermore, he had just completed 
4 years of full-time schooling which necessi
tated his taking part-time work to support 
his family prior to being hired by the Naval 
Air Systems Command. The sequence of 
events which culminated in denial of pay
ment of the three items discussed in this 
report created a financial hardship on him. 
Since the Government is not without fault 
in this situation and it. appears that the 
employee was misled by a letter received from 
the Government, the committee has con
cluded that the most equitable resolution on 
the matter would be to grant legislative re
lief. However, the committee agrees that the 
amount stated in the Mll should be reduced 
to $479.96, the figure recommended in the 
Navy report, which Is the amount originally 
claimed reduced by the amount of $225 orig
inally advanced to Mr. Beck for the trip. As 
1s also noted by the Navy, the amount of 
allowable expenses for the trip was $151.96. 
As things now stand, Mr. Beck is indebted to 
the United States for the balance of $103.04. 
The amended bill, in addition to settling Mr. 
Beck's claim, would waive this overpayment 
by including language providing for such a 
waiver. The committee recommends that the 
amended bill be considered favorably. 

The committee concurs in the action of 
the House of Representatives and recom
mends that the bill be 'favorably considered. 

HERSHEL SMITH 

The bill (H.R. 6100) for the relief of 
Hershel Smith, publisher of the Lindsay 
News, of Lindsay, Okla., was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the report 
(No. 91-1484). explaining the purposes 
of the measure. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of the proposed legislation is 
to relieve Hershel Smith, publisher of the 
Lindsay News of Lindsay, Okla .• of llablllty 
of $966.77 for a subsequently determined 
underpayment of postage on second-class 
mailings of the Lindsay News in the period 
from September 22, 1962, through July 22, 
1964. 

The bill would provide for the refund of 
any amounts paid in reduction of the obliga
tion referred to in the blll. 

STATEMENT 

The facts of the case, as contained in 
House Report No. 1367, are as follows: 

The Post Office Department In its report 
to the committee on the blll Indicated that 
in view of the circumstances and the action 
of the General Accounting Office in relieving 
the postmaster, it would have no objection 
to the bill's enactment. The Comptroller 
General in his report questions relief. 

As is outlined in the Post ·Office Depart
ment report, the underpayment of postage 
referred to in this bill resulted from an er
roneous interpretation on the part of the 
postmaster at Lindsay, Okla., of the instruc
tion applicable to the computation of post
age on second-class mall. The Post Office De
partment stated that the mailer relied in 
good faith on the postmaster's interpreta
tion of the Instructions. It further noted 
tha.t the Comptroller General ruled that the 
instructions were misleading and, for that 
reason, the postmaster was relieved of finan
cial responsibility for failure to collect proper 
postage. In this connection, the report of 
the Comptroller General on the bill stated 
that "investigation of the matt er indicated 
that the instructions and exhibitions in the 
Postal Manual upon which the Postmaster 
had relied In his computation of the postage 
here involved were sufficiently confusing and 
unclear as to warrant the finding that his 
miscomputation was not the result of negli
gence or lack of due care on his part. Hence, 
at the request of the Postmaster General 
and under the authority of 39 U.S.C. 2401 
( 1b) and (c) , we relieved the postJmaster of 
financial responsibility for the under
charge." 

The situation is such that notwithstand
ing the circumstances of the case, the Lind
say News remains legally liable to pay the 
difference between the amount which should 
have been paid and the amount actually 
paid for the postage. The report of the Comp
troller General states that the mistake was 
not made by the Lindsay News and agrees 
that payment was made in good faith on the 
basis of the rate specified by the postmaster. 

The Comptroller General has also noted 
that under applicable law he does not have 
the authority to waive the collection of fees 
of this type. It is obvious that this was the 
case because this is the reason that an ap
peal has been made to the Congress. 

As has been noted in this report there 
is no question but that the mistake was 
made by a representative of the Post Office, 
that this determination was the basis of 
reliance by the newspaper for an extended 
period of time, and that the pubUsher of 
t he newspaper acted in good faith in the 
matter. The conclusion of the Post Office 
Department summarizes the equities of the 
case in the opinion of the committee. That 
report states: 

"In the light of these circumstances, and 
especially since the General Accounting Of
fice relieved the postmaster's account, the 
Department would have no objection to t.he 
enactment of H.R. 6100." 

In view of the circumstances of the case 
and the above position of the Department 
concerned, it is recommended that the blli, 
amended, be considered favorably. 

After review of the facts of this claim, 
the committee concurs in the recommenda
tion of the House committee and recom
mends that the blll (H.R. 6100) be considered 
favorably. 

BTI..L PASSED OVER 

The bill CH.R. 7264) for the relief of 
Mrs. Pearl C. Davis was announced. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Over, Mr. President. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Without objection, it is so ordered, 
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FRANK E. DART 

The bill (H.R. 13182) for the relief of 
Frank E. Dart was considered, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the report 
(No. 91-1486), explaining the purposes 
of the measure. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of the proposed legislation is 
to provide that the claim of Frank E. Dart, 
Chief Radarman, U.S. Navy, for the loss of 
his household goods and personal effects 1n 
a warehouse fire 1s to be considered and, if 
found meritorious, paid in accordance with 
the provisions of the Military Personnel and 
Civilian Employees Clatms Act to 1964. It is 
further provided that the United States is 
to be subrogated to the rights of the said 
Frank E. Dart against any third parties based 
on the same loss to the extent of the amount 
so paid. 

STATEMENT 

H.R. 13182 as originally introduced in the 
House of Representatives provided for the 
payment of $6,678, to Frank E. Dart in com
pensation for the loss of his personal effects 
and household goods. The Department of the 
Navy tn its report on the blll Indicated tt 
had no objection to the b1ll subject to cer
tain modifications as outlined tn its report. 
The House of Representatives adopted those 
modifications in the present blll. 

Chief Radarman Frank E. Dart's household 
effects were destroyed by fire on February 18, 
1969, whlle being stored at Co111ngs Moving 
and Storage, Westerly, R.I. These effects had 
been temporarily stored at Government ex
pense, but the 180-day time limit tor such 
storage had expired on February 1, 1969. 
Chief Dart was awaiting Government housing 
which had not become available during the 
180-day period. Under these circumstances he 
left his effects in "private storage" and tt was 
during this period that they were destroyed. 

Chief Petty omcer Dart originally filed a 
clatm for $6,552.90 and the clatms investigat
ing omcer recommended favorable considera
tion on March 7, 1969. However, the Navy 
pointed out that the amount recommended 
on the basis of the MlUta.ry Personnel and 
Clvillan Employees Claim Act and Its imple
menting regulations would have been $4,654. 
The inequity of the situation 1s clear when 
it is considered that Chief Dart would have 
been paid this amount had the effects con
tinned in storage at government expense, or 
had the fire occurred during the 180-day 
period. This figure ts based on the value of 
items claimed, less depreciation in accord
ance with standard depreciation tables. The 
original claim listed all items at original 
cost. These depreciation figures are based on 
depreciation from the date of acquisition to 
the time of placing them tn storage, August 
1969, and not to the date of the loss. This 1s 
the standard approach taken by the Navy in 
such cases. 

The b111 authorizes the settlement of Chief 
Dart's claim by the Navy under the pro
cedures set up by the Military Personnel and 
Civ1llan Employees Claims Act. 

The committee is in agreement with the 
conclusions arrived at by the House com
m.lttee and accordingly recommends favor
able consideration of H.R. 13182 without 
amendment. 

It has been noted that relief has been 
granted in a similar case, S. 948 of the 90th 
Congress signed by the President on May 17, 
1968 which granted relief to Eugene Sidney 
Markov!~ under e1m1lar circumstances. 

RELIEF FOR CERTAIN RETIRED 
OFFICERS OF THE ARMY, NAVY, 
AND AIR FORCE 

The bill <H.R. 13676) for the relief of 
certain retired officers of the Army, 
Navy, and Air Force was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the 
third time, and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the report 
(No. 91-1487), explaining the purposes of 
the measure. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of the proposed legislation is 
to pay certain retired officers the amounts 
opposite their names in full settlement of 
their clatms for retroactive payment of re
tired pay as authorized by the act of Aprtl 
14, 1966, Public Law 89-895 (80 Stat. 120). 

STATEMENT 

The facts of the case as contained tn House 
Report No. 91-1044 are as follows: 

"The Department of the Army ln Its re
port on an earller b111, H.R. 10541 of the 90th 
Congress, suggested the language contained 
in the b111 H.R. 13676. In that report the 
Army stated that it was not opposed to in
tent of the earlier b111, that .is to grant relief 
to these retired omcers, but that in view of 
the limited number involved it was recom
mended that rellef take the form of a private 
btll naming the Individuals affected. It was 
further suggested that the committee secure 
from the General Accounting Office the 
names of the officers in this particular cate
gory. The names Included in the blll intro
duced tn the present Congress are those 
identified by the General Accounting Office. 

"The omcers named in the bUl were in the 
category of persons meant to be covered by 
Publlc Law 89-395, that ts retired milltary 
personnel whose rights to retired pay within 
the meaning of paragraph 4, section 15 of the 
Pay Readjustment Act of 1942 had been re
organized by the Comptroller General, but 
who were barred by the 10-year statute of 
limitations from payment prior to that pe
riod. In effect, Public Law 89-395 waived the 
10-year limitation when claims were filed 
within a year of the date of enactment of 
that law. The committee understands that 
the officers named tn this blll filed timely 
claims under the 89th Congress law. These 
claims were dented because each omcer had 
previously brought cases before the Court 
of Claims Involving other issues concerning 
retirement and the Comptroller General held 
that the precise Issue concerning retirement 
under the 1942 act could have been Utigated 
In those cases and therefore the officers were 
barred of subsequent payment even though 
the statute of Umitations had been waived 
by Publlc Law 89-895. 

"Ttiis committee feels that this small 
group of retired officers should not be denied 
payments to which they would have been 
entitled but for the fact that they were In
volved tn earlier llti8at1on. As were noted by 
the Army in its report on H.R. 10541, of the 
90th Congress, the legislative history of 
Public Law 89-359, indicate a desire to per
mit payment of the full amount o! retired 
pay to the retired oftleers of this category. 
The eUglbUity of these oftl.cers is defined ln 
Public Law 89-395 which provided: 

" 'That the Umitation of ttme prescribed 
by the acto! October 9, 1940 (54 Stat. 1061; 
31 u.s.a. 237), 1s hereby w.a.lved with respect 
to claims for increased retired pay by any 
ret ired omcer of the Army, Navy, A1r Force, 
Marine Corps, Coast Guard, Coast and Geo
detic Survey, or Publlc Health Service, 1f (1) 

he served in any capacity as a member of 
the military or naval forces of the United 
States prior to November 12, 1918; (2) he was 
retired under any provision of law prior to 
June 1, 1942, and was subsequently called 
to active duty; and (3) he was returned to an 
inactive status on a retired list after May 
31, 1942: Provided, That a claim for such 
retired pay shall be filed with the General 
Accounting omce by each such officer or by 
his designated beneficiary, within 1 year fol
lowing the date of enactment of this act.' 

"Public Law 89-895, supra ls identical to 
proposed legislation suggested to Congress 
by the Department of the Army, on behalf 
of the Department of Defense, 1n a report 
dated August 27, 1963, addressed to the chair
man of the House Committee on the Judici
ary, concerning H.R. 3354 88th Congress, a 
bUl 'For the rellef of certain retired officers 
of the Army, Navy, and Air Force' By a series 
of decisions commencing with Carroll v. 
United States (117 ct. Cl. 53 (1948)), the 
Court of Claims determined that officers who 
served on ·aetive duty before November 12, 
1918, were retired before June 1, 1942, and 
were ordered to active duty and returned to 
the retired llst after May 81, 1942, by reason 
of physical d!sablllty, were 'hereafter re
tired' within the mea'ling of paragraph 4, 
section 15, o! the Pay Readjustment Act of 
1942 (56 Stat. 359) and were entitled to re
tired pay at the rate of 75 per centum of ac
tive duty pay at the time of their second re
tirement. These decisions permitted such om
cers to include time spent on retired. Usts for 
pay purposes. The Comptroller General inl
tlally objected to the re-retirement theory of 
the court and did not acquiesce untU 1952. 
The court extended lts holding in 1956 to 
cover omcers retired on the basis of longev
ity (Gordon v. Untted States, 134 ct. Cl. 840 
(1956)). In 1958 the Comptroller General de
termined that he would follow the decisions 
of the court with respect to those officers re
retired for longevity (Ms. Camp. Gen. B-
13764, Sept. 30, 1958). 

"The Army in its report noted that whfle 
the officers who sued in the Court of Claims 
could not recover, by such suit, the unpaid 
portion of their retired pay accruing during 
the periods preceding stx years prior to the 
filing of their petition in the Court of Claims. 
This recovery was barred by the 6 year statute 
of limitations (28 U.S.C. 2501). These officers 
and many other similarly situated who did 
not file suit tn the Court of Claims, or who 
filed and withdrew their petition, filed claims 
with the General Accounting Office. 

"The legislative history of Public La.w 
89-895 (H. Rept. No. 257, 89th Cong., first sess. 
( 1965) and S. Rept. No. 892, 89th Cong., 
first sess (1965)) indicates that the House 
Committee on the Judiciary and the Senate 
Committee on the Judiciary were under the 
impression that after the General Accounting 
Office acquiesced in the Court of Clatms de
cisions and the officers presented their claims 
to the General Accounting Office, they were 
paid the remaining accrued unpaid retired 
pay not barred by the 10-year statute of limi
tations (act of October 9, 1940, 54 Stat. 1061, 
31 U.S.C. 71a and 237) . It was apparently as
sumed that when the General Accounting 
Office claims were paid the cla.tma.nts had re
ceived all their retired pay accruing, under 
the law as determined by the Court of Claims, 
during the 10 years preceding the filing of 
their claims with the General Accounting 
omce. The money had been received from one 
or a combination o! the following three 
sources: (1) By regular monthly payments 
from their respective services: (2) under a 
Court of Claims judgment; or (3) from the 
General Accounting Office. In other words, 
for this 10-year period, they had received 
sums the total of which was equal to what 
they would have received for the period had 
the law, as determined by the Court of 
Claims, been followed from the date of their 
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re-rettrement. The Department of the Army 
was under the same Impression and, speaking 
for the Department of Defense, so informed 
the House Committee on the Judiciary when 
reporting on H.R. 3354, supra (H. Rept. No. 
257. supra, and S. Rapt. N~. 892, supra.). It 
now appears that the officers filing claims, 
without Court of Claims judgments, received 
settlement for the full 10 years preceding the 
filing of their claims with the General Ac
counting Office. Those with Court of Claims 
judgments received settlement from the date 
10 years preceding the filing of their claims 
with the General Accounting Office to the 
date 6 years preceding the filing of their peti
tion in the Court of Claims. This appears to 
be the case notwithstanding the fact that the 
period upon which the judgment was com
puted did not cover, in all cases, the full 
6 years. 

"In the General Accounting Office report on 
H .R. 10541 on July 10, 1967, referred to the 
case of one of the officers named in the 
present bill, Maj. Oliver Holden. The Army 
in its report noted that Major Holden's case 
was one of the 12 in which judgmeDJt was en
tered and it appears, therefore. that :the prob
lem Is limited to 12 or less persons. Under 
Frizzell (Fri2zell v. Untted $tates, 123 Ct. Cl. 
337 (1952)) 9.Ild the series of decisions com
mencing with Carroll v. United States, supra, 
Major Holden was entitled to increased re
tired pay from September 21, 1944. Un
der the Court of Cl!loims judgment he was 
paid $2,322.35. 

"The Army report details the a..ttempts of 
Major Holden to clarify his retirement situa
tion. In that connection tlhe Army reviewed 
the various statements concerning the prin
ciple of 1"es judicata a.s applied to these of
ficers. The Army report contains the folldW
tng quotation of the Comptroller General's 
statement which the committee feels Is a 
good expression of the tbasis for the denial in
volved in these cases: 

" 'As previously pointed out. Ma.jor Holden 
was entitled upon his reversion to an ina.c
tive . duty st.atus on the retired list (Sep
tember 21, 1944). to the re-retirement bene
fits of the fourth paragraph of section 15 
of the 1942 law. The Court of Claims has 
held that entitlement to monthly retired pay 
constitutes a continuing claim and that a 
new cause of action accrues a.t the end of 
each monthly pay period. Also, that au the 
monthly payments which become due within 
the 6-year period prior to the filing of a 
petition In the Court of Claims are not 
barred by the provisions of 28 u.s.c. 250f. 
(See Lerner v. United States, 168 ct. 01. 247 
(1964); Gordon v. United States, 134 Ct. Cl. 
840 (1965); and Friedman v. United States, 
159 Ct. Cl. 1 (1962) .) Hence, at the time 
of filing of Oourt of Claims petition No. 
50147 by Major Holden, the court had com
plete jurisdiction of his then existing cause 
of action for the full amount of retired pay 
due for the 6-yea.r period preceding Ma.y 16, 
1951. the date the petition wa.s filed. There
fore, in the action instituted by him in that 
petition he could have presented a claim for 
increased monthly retired pay computed in 
accordance with the provisions of the fourth 
paragraph of section 15 of the 1942 law for 
the period comm.enc1,ng May 16, 1945." 

"[Then follows quotations from and cita
tions to the following: $tradley v. Bath 
Portland Cement Co. 77 A. 242 (1910) Keller 
v: Olson, 173 S.W. 28 (1915) Metropolitan 
Life Insurance Co. v. Rtchter, 78 P. 2d 307 
(1937) 84 C.J. 838. Ju(lgments, Successive 
causes of action.) 

" 'The rule indicated above appears partie· 
ularly appropriate !or application in situa
tions involving judicial action to collect the 
amount l:>elieved to be due as retlred pay at 
the time such action is commenced, based on 
a less favorable legal theory and for a shorter 
period of time than actually was involved. 
All of the facts relating to Major Holden's 

retired .pay rights during the periOd May •16, 
1945. to May 16, 1951, arising from the fallure 
of the Government to pay him increased re
tired pay computed in accordance with the 
provisions of the fourth paragraph of section 
15 of the 1942 law were known to him when 
he filed his petition No. 50147 on May 16, 
1951. Consequently, his claim for any monthly 
installments of increased !"ettred pay which 
were past due and unpaid for the period not 
•barred from the jurisdiction of the court lby 
28 U.S.C. 2501 could and should have been 
included in that action. Having filed suit for 
and obtained a judgment covering only a 
part of that period, no consideration may 
now be given that part of his claim relating 
to the earlier portion of that period.' 

"In reply to this, the Army report stated: 
" 'The Comptroller General Is legally cor

rect in denying the, claims for the periods 
subsequent to 6 years preceding the filing of 
the Court of Claims petitions (May 15, 1966, 
1n the case of Holden). The Comptroller 
General ts legally correct in denying, before 
the enactment of Public Law 89-395, all 
claims for retired pay accruing prior to the 
date -10 years preceding the fillng of the 
claims by the General Accounting Ofilce. 
Accordingly. the claimants have no legal right 
t.o the money now claimed. But, as a general 
rule, no legal right or obligation is presup
posed in private relief legislation. The ob
ligation, 1f any, is a moral obligation based 
on equity and good conscience or, as was 
stated by the U.S. Supreme Court, "such as 
are based on the conscience or honor of an 
individual" (Untted States v. Realty, 136 U.S. 
427 ,(1896)). The Comptroller General's cor
rect a.ppllcation of the general legal prin
ciple of res judicata to the case of Major 
Holden and others similarly situated, after 
the enactment of Public •Law 89-395, appears 
to have caused a result now anticipated by, 
and contrary to the intent of, Congress as 
evidenced lby the enactplent of Public Law 
89-395 and the legislative history thereof. 

"'The legislative history of 89-395 indi
cates that it was the Intent of Congress that 
the beneficiaries of that act were to receive 
a sum which, when added to the sum re
ceived as retired pay from their respective 
services, the sum paid on the Court of Claims 
Judgments ln their cases, and the sum paid 
on their claims with the Comptroller Gen
eral, would equal the sum which they would 
have received as retired pay from their re
spective services had their retired pay been 
computed under the law, as determined by 
the Court of Claims from the date of their 
retirement. 

" 'The Department of the Army on behalf 
of the Department of \Defense did not oppose 
Public uw 89-395 which It was thought 
would reach the apparent result Intended by 
ICongress as stated above. The Department of 
the Army, on behalf of the Department of 
Defense, is not opposed to the intent of the 
present bffi, but, in view of the Umited num
ber of persons mvolved (12 or less), it is sug
gested that the blll be amended to award 
named individuals stated amounts. The 
names and amounts, computed as suggested 
above, should be available from the Comp
troller General. This approach would avoid 
the undesirable precedent of waiving estab
lished legal principles for a limlted number 
of people but Still aecomplish the desired re
suLt. An outline of a blll destgiled to accom
plish this purpose 1s inclosed! 

"'The committee agrees with the views ex
pressed 1n the Army report of 1968 on the bill 
in the 90th Congress. It is reeommended the 
b111 IH.R. 13676, as amended, be favorably 
considered." 

lin agreement with the views of the 'House. 
the committee recommended the bW favor
ably. 

Attached hereto and made a part hereof 
are the reports trom the Secretary or the 
Army and the Comptroller General or the 
United States. 

DEPARTMENT OF TBE ARMY, 
Washington, D.C., October 2, 1968. 

Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Commtttee on the Judiciary, 

House of Representatives. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Reference Is made to 

your request to the Secretary of Defense for 
the views of the Department of Defense on 
H.R. 10541, 90th Congress. a blll .to amend 
the act of April 14, 1966, for the relief of 
certain retired officers of the Army, Navy, and 
Air Force. The Department of the Army has 
been assigned responsibility for expressing 
the views of the Department of Defense on 
this bill. 

The purpose of this bffi is to amend Pub
lic Law 89-395 (80 Stat. 120) by adding: 

"SEC. 2. Notwithstanding any prior deci
sion or the bar of res judicata, any claim 
filed with the General Accounting Office 
within the time specified 1n section 1 of thls 
Act shall be considered and, if found meri
torious, paid in accordance with applicable 
law." 

The Department of the Army on behalf of 
the Department of Defense is not opposed to 
enactment of the bUl amended as suggested 
below. 

Public Law 89-395 (80 Stat. 120) pro
vides: 

"That the llmltatlon of time prescribed by 
the act of October 9, 1940 (54 Stat. 1061; 
31 U.S.C. 237), is hereby waived with respect 
to cla-ims for increased retired pay by any 
retired officer of the Army, Navy, Air Force, 
Marine Corps, Coast Guard, Coast and Geo
detic Survey, or Public Health Service, if (1) 
he served in any capacity as a member of the 
military or naval forces of the United States 
prior to November 12, 1918; (2) he was retired 
under any provision of law prior to June 1, 
1942, and was subsequently called to active 
duty; ·and (3) he was returned to an inactive 
status on a retired list after May 31, 1942: 
Provided, That a claim for such retired pay 
shall be filed with the .General Accounting 
Office by each such officer or by his desig
nated beneficiary, wl thtn 1 year following the 
date of enactment of this act." 

Public Law 89-395, supra, Is identical to 
proposed legislation suggested to Congress 
by the Department of the Army, on behalf 
of the Department of Defense, in a report 
dated August 27, 1963, addressed to the 
chairman of the House Committee on the 
Judiciary, concerning H.R. 3354, 88th Con
gress, a bill "For the relief of certain retired 
officers of the Army, Navy, and Air Force." 
By a series of decisions commencing with 
Carroll v. United States (117 ct. Cl. 53 
(1948), the Court o! Claims determined that 
officers who served on active duty before 
November 12, 1918, were retired before 
June 1, 1942, and were ordered to active 
duty and returned to the retired list after 
May 31, 1942, by reason of physical disablllty, 
were "hereafter retired" within the meaning 
of paragraph 4, section 15, of the Pay Re
adjustment Act of 1942 (56 Stat. 359) and 
were entitled to retired pay at the rate of 
75 per centum of active duty pay at the time 
of their second retirement. These decisions 
permitted such officers to include time spent 
on retired lists for pay purposes. The Comp
troller General lhttially objected to the re
tirement theory of the court and did not 
acquiesce until 1952. The court extended Its 
holding in 1956 to cover officers retired on 
the basts of longevity (Gordon v. United 
States, 134 Ct. Cl. 850 (1956)). In 1958 the 
Comptroller General determined that he 
would tollow tne decisions of the court 
with respect to those officers re-retired 
tor longevity (Ms. Comp. Gen. B-137364, 
Sept. so. 1958). 

The officers who sued tn the Court of 
Claims could not recover, by such suit, the 
unpaid portion ~ their retired pay accruing 
during the periods preoedlng 6 years prtor 
to the filing Qf their petition tn the Court 
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of Claims. This recovery was barred by the 
6-year statute of iimitations (28 U.S.C. 2501). 
These officers and many others similarly sit
uated who did not file suit in the Court of 
Claims, or who filed and withdrew their peti
tion, filed claims with the General Account
ing Office. 

As reported in Senate Report No. 892, 89th 
Congress, first session (1965), the Comp
troller General stated, in reporting on H.R. 
9262, 86th Congress (substantially identical 
to the bill enacted as Publlc Law 89-395, 
except the beneficiaries were named) : 

"Of the 61 officers named in H.R. 9262, 57 
filed petitions in the U.S. Court of Claims for 
increased retired pay. Twelve obtained judg
ments against the United States for increased 
retired pay from a date 6 years prior to the 
date of filing of the petition to date of judg
ment. All 57 oftlcers presented claims to the 
General Accounting Office for increased re
tired pay for periods preceding those covered 
by rllhe claims set out in the Court of Claims 
petitions. The officers whose petitions <lid not 
progress to judgment deposited motions to 
dismiss rthe petitions with the Attorney Gen
eral to be held in escrow .pending settlement 
of their claims by the General Accounting 
Office. Upon settlemerut, the dismissal mo
tions were filed in the Court of Claims. In 
each of the 57 cases--with two exceptions-
the General Aocounting Office authorized 
payment of the increased retired pay from 
the date 10 years prior to the date of receipt 
of the claim in the General Accouning Office 
to a current date, except that in the judg
ment oases settlement was allowed to the day 
preceding the commencement date of the 
period covered by the court judgment. It is 
understood that the increased retired pay 
was paid monthly thereafter, from the ter
minal dates of the judgments and Account
ing Office settlements, by the administrative 
offices concerned." 

The legislative history of Public Law 89-
395 (H. Rept. No. 257, 89th Cong., first sess. 
(1965) and S. Rept. No. 892, 89th Cong., first 
sess. (1965)) indicates that the House Com
mittee on the Judiciary and the senate Com
mittee on the Judiciary were under the im
pression that, after the General Accounting 
Office acquiesced in the Court of Claims de
cisions and the oftloers presented their claims 
to the General Aocounting Office, they were 
paid the remaining accrued unpaid retired 
pay not barred by the 10-year statute of 
llmitations (act of October 9, 1940, 54 Stat. 
1061, 31 U.S.O. 71a and 237). The commit
tees were under the impression that when 
the General Accounting Office claims were 
paid the claima.nts had received all their re
tired pay accruing, under the law as deter
mined by the Court of Claims, during the 10 
years preceding the filing of their claims 
with the General Accounting Otnce. The 
money had been received from one or a com
bination of the following three sources: (1) 
By regular monthly payments from their re
spective services; (2) under a Court of Claims 
judgment; or (3) from the General Account
ing Office. In other words, for this 10-year 
period, they had received sums the total of 
which was equal to what they would have 
reoelved for the period had the la.w, as de
termined by the Court of Claims, been fol
lowed from the date of their re-retirement. 
The Department of the Arm.y was under the 
same impression and, speaking for the De
partment of De'fense, so informed the House 
Committee on the Judiciary when reporting 
on H.R. 3354, supra (H. Rept. No. 257, supra, 
and s. Rept. No. 892 supra). It now appears 
'that the congressional committee and the 
Department of Defense misunderstood the 
circumstances. It now appears that the of
ficers filing claims, without Court of Claims 
judgments, received settlement for the full 
10 years preceding the filing of their claims 
with the General Accounting Ofllce. Those 

with Court of Claims judgments received 
settlement from the date 10 years preceding 
the filing of ·their claims with the General 
Accounting Office to the date 6 years pre
ceding the filing of their petition in the 
Court of Claims. Thds appears Ito be the case 
notwithstandi•ng the fact that the period 
upon which the judgment was computed did 
not cover, in all cases, the full 6 years. 

In reporting on the current ·bill (Ms. Comp. 
Gen. B-145158, July 10, 1967), the Comptrol
ler General cited the case of Maj. Oliver Hol
den (Holden v. United States, 123 Ct. Cl. 866) 
to illustrate the problem that H.R. 10541 is 
designed to overcome. Major Holden's case 
was one of the 12 in which judgment was 
entered and it appears, therefore, that the 
problem is limited to 12 or less persons. Un
der Frizzell (Frizzell v. United States, 123 
Ct. Cl. 337 (1952)) and the series of deci
sions commencing with Carroll v. United 
States, supra, Major Holden w:as entitled to 
increased retired pay from September 21, 
1944. Under the Court of Claims judgment, 
he was paid $2,332.35. 

On April 2, 1957, Major Holden filed two 
claims with the General Accounting Oftlce 
for his increased pay from March 1, 1947. 
These claims were predicated, according to 
the Comptroller General, on the Court of 
Claims deci~?ion in the case of Gordon ( Gor
don v. United States, 134 Ct. Cl. 840 (1956)). 
Both were denied on May 13, 1957, because 
the General Accounting Office did not accept 
Gordon as precedent for settlement action 
on such claims (Ms. Comp. Gen.A-56721, 
May 7, 1959). Reconsideration was requested 
and, in response thereto (Ms. Comp. Gen. A-
56721, May 7, 1959), the Comptroller General 
stated: 

"Since this claim was received in our office 
April 2, 1957, that portion of the claim 
covering the period prior to Aprll 2, 1947, be
ing over 10 years old, is barred by the act of 
October 9, 1940, 54 Stat. 1061. 

"'IIhe judgment obtained by Major Holden 
in the case of Holden v. United States, cov
ered the period from June 29, 1948, to April 
30, 1952. While this is only a part of the 
period covered by his present claim the re
retirement question decided in the Gordon 
case might have been litigated in the Holden 
c.ase. Since this was not done and the judg
ment entered in the Holden case has been 
paid, the present claim is of such doubtful 
valid! ty as not to warrant favorable action 
by us at this time, 28 U.S.C. 2517. See also 
Heiser v. Woodruff et al., 327 U.S. 726; Grubb 
v. Public Utilities Commission, 281 U.S. 407, 
479 and United States v. California and Ore
gon Land Co., 192 U.S. 355, 358." 

Major Holden apparently again filed a claim 
after enactment of Public Law 89-395, for, 
in a decision dated January 23, 1967 (46 
Comp. Gen. 620), the Comptroller General 
mentioned a request for "review of the action 
taken in General Accounting Office settle
ment dated September 30, 1966, on the claim 
of Maj. Oliver Holden, U.S. Army, retired, 
for increased retired pay sought by him by 
reason of the enactment on April 14, 1966, of 
Public Law 89-395, 80 Stat. 120." He further 
stated that the $2,332.35 received by Major 
Holden under the Court of Claims judgment 
represented the amount dtl.e Major Holden 
for the period June 29, 1948, through April 
30, 1952. The judgment wa.s entered on July 
15, 1952, and there is nothing in the judg
ment to show that the sum awarded is for 
retired pay accruing during the period June 
29, 1948, through April 30, 1952. It appears 
that the sum. could as easily represent the 
sum accruing during the period August 12, 
1948, through judgment (July 15, 1952) as, 
according to the Comptroller General ( 46 
Comp. Gen. 620), and as stated in the peti
tion, the suit w;as "for increased retired pay 
benefits for the period commencing August 
12, 1948, e.nd extending until the date upon 
which •the judgment may be entered therein." 

The Comptroller General again !refers to 
the September 30, 1966, settlement action 
as follows (46 Comp. Gen. 620): 

"The bar of the 10-year statute of limita
tions Major Holden's claim for increased 
retired pay computed in a.ccorde.nce with the 
provisions of the !ourth pars.graph of seotion 
15 of the 1942 la.w has been removed by Pub
lic Law 89-395, and the amount of $10,785.69, 
representing .such increased retired pay for 
the periods September 21, 1944, to May 15, 
1945, and July 16, 1952, to August 31, 1966, 
inclusive, was certified due him in the settle
ment of September 30, 1966. However, that 
part of his claim covering the period May 16, 
1945, to July 15, 1952, inclusive, was denied 
for the reason that such period "is barred 
by the doctrine of rest judicata a.s a result of 
the Court of Claims decision in the case of 
Holden v. United States, 123 Ct. Cl. 866 
(1952) .'You object to application of the bar 
of res judicata to the periods May 16, 1945, 
to June 28, 1948, and May 1, 1952, to July 15, 
1952, inclusi,ve." 

He explains the deni&l of the claim for the 
period May 1, 1952, to July 15, 1952, inclusive, 
as follows: 

"The claim advanced by Major Holden in 
Court of Claims petition No. 50147, expressly 
covered the period to the date 'upon which 
judgment may be entered herein.' Since 
judgment was entered therein on July 15, 
1952, the matter of applying the bar of res 
judicata to the period May 1, 1952, to July 
15, 1952, inclusive, falls squarely within the 
holding of the Court of Olaims in the case 
of Joseph A. Herbert plaintiff No. 6 in Arm
strong, et aZ. v. United States, 155 ct. Cl. 
177, decided July 19, 1961. 

"Joseph A. Herbert was plaintiff No. 26 
in the case of Aguinaldo, et al. v. Untted 
States, Ct. Cl. No. 49726, wherein he sued for 
increased retired pay computed in accord
ance with the decision in Sanders v. Untted 
States, 120 Ot. Cl. 501 (1951) 'commencing 
with his release to an inactive duty status 
and continuing to d&Jte of judgment.' A judg
ment was entered in that case on April 7, 
1953, allowing Herbert increased retired pay 
under the sanders rule for the period Nov
ember 7, 1946, to September 30, 1949, inclu
sive. 

"Subsequently, Herbert became plaintiff 
No. 6 in the Armstrong case iln which the 
court in the decision of July 19, 1961, pointed 
out that he, Herbert, was seeking judgment 
for increased disability retired pay computed 
under section 402 (d) of the Career Compen .. 
sation Act of 1949, chapter 681, 63 Stat. 818, 
for the period from October 1, 1950, through 
December 31, 1958. (Since ·the Armstrong 
petition, Ct. Cl. No. 431-56, was not filed un
til Oct. 5, 1956, the provisions of 28 U.S.C. 
2501 barred the Court of Claims from juris
diction of the period Oct. 1, 1949, to Sept. 
30, 1950, inclusive.) 

"The court concluded that the judgment 
of April 7, 1953, on the Aguinaldo petition 
had been erroneously entered 'for the entire 
period' for which Herbert had sued and di
rected that such judgment be amended to 
accord with the stipulation of the parties 
which actually covered the period November 
7, 1946, to September 30, 1949, only. See the 
order issued by the Court of Olaims July 19, 
1961, in Aguinaldo, et al. v. United States 
(ct. Cl. No. 49726), amending the judgment 
of April 7, 1953, indicating tha.t the judg
ment of April 7, 1953, otherwise would have 
barred any further claim by Herbert for ad
ditional retired pay for the period preceding 
April 8, 1953." 

"Many other similar Sanders type judg
ments were amended by the court. See, for 
example, Court of Claims order of Septem
ber 21, 1962, amending among others, the 
judgment of October 6, 1953, in the case 
of James Bernard McCarthy, et al. v. Unit
ed States (Ct. Cl. No. 49959). Thus, it is 
clear that unless amended the judgments tn 
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those cases would have raised the bar of 
res judicata 'to date of judgment.' That 
rule is applicable in Major Holden's case 
and in the absence of an amendment by the 
court of the judgment rendered on July 15, 
1952, on Court of Claims petition No. 50147 
effectively restricting the bar of res judicata 
to the- period preceding May 1, 1952, the 
disallowance of that part of the claim cov
ering the period May 1, 1952, to July 15, 
19512, inclusive, is sustained." 

There is no explanation of the view that 
the period May 1, 1952, through July 15, 
1952, was included in the Court of Claims 
judgment ·but there was no payment of ac
crued pay for that period of the judgment. 
Nor is there an explanation of the view 
that the period June 29, 1948, to August 
12, 1948, is covered by the judgment and 
he was paid the accrued pay for t hat period 
under the judgment. Note that Holden asked 
in his Court of Claims petition for unpaid 
accrued retired pay for a period "commencing 
August 12, 1948" and ending with judg
ment. 

The Comptroller General explains the de
nial of the claim for the other periods sub
sequent to May 15, 1945 (the date 6 years 
preceding the date of the filing of the Court 
..:;.~ Claims petition), as follows: 

"As previously pointed out, Major Holden 
was entitled upon his reversion to an in
active duty status on the retired Ust (Sept. 
21, 1944), to the re-retirement benefit s of 
the fourth paragraph of section 15 of the 
1942 law. The Court of Claims has held t hat 
entitlement to monthly retired pay con
stitutes a continuing claim and that a new 
cause of action accrues at the end of each 
monthly pay period. Also, that all the month
ly payments which became due within the 
6-year period prior to the flUng of a petition 
in the Court of Claims are not barred by the 
provisions of 28 U.S.C. 2501. See Lerner v. 
United States (168 ct. Cl. 247 (1964)); Gor
don v. United States (134 Ct. Cl. 840 (1956)), 
and Friedman v. United States (159 Ct. 01. 1 
(1962)). Hence, at the time of filing of 
Court of Claims petition No. 50147, by Ma
jor Holden, the court had complete jurisdic
tion of his then existing cause of action for 
the full amount of retired pay due for the 
6-year period preceding May 16, 1951 , the 
date the petition was filed. Therefore, in the 
action instituted by him in that petition he 
could have presented a claim for increased 
monthly retired pay computed in accord
ance with the provisions of the fourth para
graph of section 15 of the 1942 law for the 
period commencing May 16, 1945." 

(Then follows quotations from and cita
tions to the following: Stradley v. Bath 
Portland Cement Co. 77 A. 242 (1910); Keller 
v. Olson, 173 S .W. 28 (1915); Metropolitan 
Life Ins. Co. v. Richter 78 P. 2d 307 (1937) 
34 C.J. 838, judgments, successive causes of 
action.) 

"The rule indicated above appears partic
ularly appropriate for aplication in situa
tions involving judicial action to collect the 
amount believed to be due as retired pay at 
the time such action is commenced, based on 
a less favorable legal theory and for a shorter 
period C1f time than actually was involved. 
All of the facts relating to Major Holden's 
retired pay rights during the period May 16, 
1945, to May 16, 1951, arising from the failure 
of the Government to pay him increased 
retired pay computed in accordance with the 
provisions of the fourth paragraph of section 
15 of the 1942 law were known to him when 
he filed his petition No. 50147 on May 16, 
1951. Consequently. his claim for any 
monthly installments of increased retired 
pay which were past due and unpaid for the 
period not barred from the jurisdiction of 
the court by 28 U.S.C. 2501 could and should 
have been included in that action. Having 
filed suit !or and obtained a judgment cover
ing only a. part of that period, no con
sideration may now be given that part ortiis 

claim relating to the earlier portion of that 
period." 

The Comptroller General is legally correct 
in denying the claims for the periods subse
quent to 6 years preceding the filing of the 
Court of Claims petitions (May 15, 1966, in 
the case of Holden) . The Comptroller Gen
eral is legally correct in denying, before the 
enactment of Public Law 89-395, all claims 
for retired pay accruing prior to the date 10 
years preceding the filing of the claims by 
the General Accounting Office. Accordingly, 
the claimants have no legal right to the 
money now claimed. But, as a general rule, 
no legal right or obligation is presupposed in 
private relief legislation. The obligation, if 
any, is a moral obligation based on equity and 
good conscience or, as was stated by the U.S. 
Supreme Court, "Such as are based on the 
conscience or honor of an individual" (U.S. 
v. Realty, 136 U.S. 427 (1896)). The 
comptroller General's correct application of 
the general legal principle of res judicata to 
the case of Major Holden and others similarly 
situated, after the enactment of Public Law 
89-395, appears to have caused a result not 
anticipated by, and contrary to, the intent of 
Congress as evidenced by the enactment of 
Public Law 89-395 and the legislative his
tory thereof. 

The legis'la.tive history of 89-395 indicates 
that it was the intent of Congress that the 
beneficiaries of the.t act were to receive a. 
sum which, when added to the sum received 
as retired pay from their respective services, 
the sum paid on the Court of Claims judg
ments in their cases, and the sum paid on 
their claims with the Comptroller Genera.l, 
would equal the sum which they would have 
received as retired pay from their respective 
services had their retired pay been computed 
under the law as determined by the Court 
of Claims, from the ru:..te o! their re-retire
ment. 

The Department of the Army on behalf of 
the Department of Defense did not oppose 
Public Law 89-395 which it wss thought 
would reach the 81pparent result intended by 
Congress as steJted above. The Department 
of the Army, on behalf of the Department 
of Defense, is not opposed to the intent of 
the present blll, but, in view of the limited 
number of persons involved (12 or less), it 
is suggested tha.t the blll be amended to 
award named individuals stated a.mounts. 
The names and amounts, computed as sug
gested above, should be available from the 
Comptroller General. This 'Sipproach would 
avoid the undesirable precedent of wa.lving 
established legal principles !or a limited 
number of people but stm accomplish the 
desired resullt. An outline of a bill designed 
to accomplish this purpose is enclosed. 

Enactment of this legisle.tion, amended as 
suggested, will cause no apparent increase 
in budgetary requirements of the Depart
ment of Defense. 

This l"eport has been coordinated in the 
Depantment of Defense in accordance with 
procedures prescribed by the Secretary of 
Defense. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that, 
from the standpoi.nt of the administration's 
program, there is no objection to the presen- · 
rta.tion of this report for the consideration of 
the committee. 

Sincerely, 
STANLEY R. RESOR, 

Secretary of the Army. 

A b111 for the relief of certain retired officers 
of the Army, Navy, and Air Force 

Be it enacted by the Senate ancl House 
of Representatives o.f the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That the 
Secretary of the Treasury is authorized and 
directed to pay, out of funds not otherwise 
approp:ris.ted, to each individual named in 
section 2 of this Act the sum opposite his 
name. The sum stated ls to oonstl:tute full 
satisfaction of each nam.ed individual's claim 

for unpaid retired pay accruing subsequent 
to his return to an inactive status on a 
retired list of an Armed Force after May 31, 
1942, and before the settlement of a claim 
filed Wilth the General Accounting Office un
der the Act of April 14, 1966, Public Iaw 89-
395 (80 Stat. 120). 

SEc. 2. The claimants under this Act and 
the a.Inount due each are as follows: 

The report of the Comptroller General on 
the bill H.R. 13676 commenting on the con
tents and policy implica-tions of that b111 is 
set out below. The Comptroller General con
cluded that whether special relief such as is 
provided in this b111 is to be accorded the 
individuals na.Ined in the bill, is a matter of 
policy for determination by Congress. 

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF THE 
UNITED STATES, 

Washington, D.O., December 1, 1969 
B-145158. 
Hon. EMANUEL GELLER, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, 
House of Representatives. 

DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Reference is made 
to your letter of November 12, 1969, request
ing our views on H.R. 13676, 91st Congress, a 
b111 for the relief of certain retired officers 
of the Army, Navy, and Air Force. 

Section 1 of the bill would authorize and 
direct the Secretary of the Treasury to pay 
to each individual named in section 2 the 
sum stated opposite his name. Such payment 
is to constitute full satisfaction of each 
named individual's claim for unpaid retired 
pay e.ccruing subsequent to his return to an 
inactive status on a retired list of an armed 
force after May 31, 1942, and before the 
settlement of a claim filed with the General 
Accounting Office under the act of April 14, 
1966, Public Law 89-395 (80 Stat. 120). 

The names of the claimants and the 
amount due each individual are set forth in 
section 2 as follows: 

"Maj. Charles F. Frizzel, U.S. Amount 
Axr.ny (retired)-------------- $5,805.67 

"Mrs. Grace D. Harrington, desig
nated beneficiary and widow 
of Col. James B. Harrington, 
U.S. Army (retired)--------- 2,247.94 

"Maj. Oliver Holdep., U.S. Army 
(retired) ------------------- 6,304.93 

"Comdr. Frank G. Kutz, U.S. Navy 
(retired) ------------------- 9,496.11 

"Comdr. Charles E. Lofgren, U.S. 
Navy (retired)-------------- 16, 376. 11" 

The act of April 14, 1966, Public Law 89-
395, waived the 10-year statute of limita
tions (31 U.S.C. 23'7)-which ,bars considera
tion of all claims against the United States 
not received in the General Accounting Of
flee within 10 full years after the date the 
claim accrues--with respect to claims for in
creased retired pay by any officer of the uni
formed services there mentioned if he oth
erwise met the requirements prescribed in 
that law. In settling claims under the act of 
April 14, 1966, we authorize payment only as 
to such periods of time that the 10-yea.r 
barring act would be the sole legal ilmpedi
ment. No other statutory provision or estab
lished legal doctrine, such as the bar of res 
judicata, was affected by the 1966 law. 

By reports dated June 16, 1969, and August 
7, 1969, B-145158, we furnished your com
mittee with the names of the claimants and 
the amount due each individual as set forth 
in section 2 of H.R. 13676. These claimants 
were denied additional retired pay for speci
fied periods under Public Law 89-395 be
cause of the doctrine of res judicata. 

While H.R. 18676 makes no reference to 
the bar of res judicata, it would, in effect, 
make that doctrine inapplicable to the per
sons named in section 2, insofar as the pay
ments here involved are concerned. See 1n 
this connection H.R. 10541. 9oth Congress 
and our report to you on tha.t blll dated 
July 10, 1967, B-145158, copy enclosed. 
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The question whether a few Individ
uals, like those named In section 2 of the 
blll, should be granted a preferential bene
fit not accorded claimants generally Is a. 
matter of policy for determination by Con
gress. 

Sincerely yours, 
R. F. KELLER, 

Assistant Comptroller General of the 
Un'lted States. 

(The report of the General Accounting Of
fice on the b111 H.R. 10541 of the 90th Con
gress, which questioned the relief proposed 
in the b111 in that Congress is a.s follows: ) 

COMPTROLLER GENERAL OF 

B-145158. 

THE UNITED STATES, 
Waahington, D.C., July 10, 1967. 

Hon. EMANUEL CELLER, 
Chairman, Commtttee on the Judtctary, 

House of Bepresentattves. 
DEAR MR. CHAIRMAN: Reference Is made 

to your letter of June 20, 1967, requesting 
our views on H.R. 10541 to amend the act of 
April 14, 1966, for the relief of certain retired 
officers of the Army, Navy, a.nd Air Force. 

The e.ct of April 14, 1966, Public Law 89-
395 (80 Stat. 120), waived the 10-yea.r stat
ute of llmlta.tions (31 U.S.C. 237)-which 
bars consideration of all claims against the 
United States not received in the General 
Accounting Office within 10 full years after 
the date the claim accrues--with respect to 
claims for increased retired pay by any re
tired officer of the Army, Navy, Air Force, 
Marine Corps, Coast Guard, Coast and Geo
detic Survey, or Public Health Service, if (1) 
he served in any capacity a.s a. member of the 
m111tary or naval forces of the United States 
prior to November 12, 1918; (2) he was re
tired under a.ny provision of lraw prior to 
June 1, 1942, and was subsequently called to 
active duty; a.nd (S) he was returned to a.n 
inactive status on a. retired list after May 31. 
1942. The law required that a. claim for such 
retired llst after May 31, 1942. The law re
quired that a. claim for such retired pay be 
filed with the General Accounting Office by 
each such officer or by his designated benefl.
cla.ry, within 1 year following the date of 
enactment of the act. 

In settUng claims under Publtc Law sg..... 
395, and having in mind the clear language 
of that act a.nd the equally clear purpose 
underlying ifls enactment, we authorized 
payment (when otherwise proper) only as to 
such periods of time that the 10-year bar
ring act would. be the sole legal Impediment. 
No other statutory provision or established. 
legal doctrine, such as the bar of res 1ud.i
ca.ta., was affected by the enactment of Pub
lic Law 80-395. 

H.R. 10541 would amend Public Law 89-
395 by adding a. new section to read as fol
lows: 

"SEc. 2. Notwithstanding e.ny prior decision 
or the bar of res judicata., any claim filed 
with the General Accounting Office within 
the time specified in section 1 of this act 
shall be considered and. if found meritorious, 
paid in accordance with applicable law ... 

The new section 2 would, as we under
stand it, remove the bar of res judicata. on 
claims filed in the General Accounting Office 
within the time 11mita.tion in which such 
b r was applied. Whlle we have no statistics 
respecting the number of claims in which 
the bar of res judicata. was applied, it ts 
believed that tbe number involved is rela
tively small. 

As a.n example of one of the few cla.tm.s 
under Public Law 89-395 which was denied 
in part by our Offtce because of the bar of 
res judicata, there is enclosed for your in
formation a copv of our decision of January 
23, 1967, A-56721, concerning the case of 
Ma.1. Oliver Holden, U.S. Army, retired. 

Generally, we do not view with favor leg
islation, such a.s H.R. 10541, which would 
waive or remove the bar of res judicata. in 
connection with the settlement of claims. 

Claims of many other individuals, not com
ing within the scope of Public Law 89-395, 
have been denied because of the doctrine 
of res judicata.. See for example enclosed 
copy of our report to your committee dated 
October 26, 1966, B-63549, B-129993, on H.R. 
18037, 89th Congress, for the rellef of Com
mander Albert G. Berry, Jr. The question of 
whether a. few individuals who have received 
one special benefit under Public Law 89-395 
not accorded claimants generally (relief from 
the bar of the statute of limitations) should 
be granted a. second preferential benefit (re
lief from rule of res judicata) as a. matter 
of policy for determination by Congress. 

Sincerely yours, 
FRANK H. WEITZEL, 

Ass'lstant Comptroller General 
of the Untted States. 

mwm KATZ 

The bill <H.R. 13806) for the relief of 
Irwin Katz was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the report 
<No. 91-1488), explaining the purposes of 
the measure. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

Pt7BPOBS 

The purpose of the proposed legislation is 
to pay $800 to Irwin Katz, of Brooklyn, N.Y., 
in full settlement of his claims for losses and 
expenses and penalties due to the cancella
tion of a. contract for the purchase of a 
home in New York because of his forced 
transfer of employment from the Naval Ap
plied. Science Laboratory in Brook1yn. 

STATEMENT 

The facts of the case. a.s contained. in 
House Report No. 1505, are as follows: 

"The events referred to in the blll date 
back to Aprll of 1969 when Mr. Irwin Katz 
entered into a. contract to purchase a. house 
on Staten Island. N.Y. At that time he made 
a deposit of $2.000 a.s required by the con
tract. As is noted ln the Navy De1)artment re
port on the b111, on April 24, 1969, the Naval 
AppUed Science Laboratory employees were 
advised that the laboratory would reduce op
erations a.nd., in particular, Mr. Katz' func
tion would be transferred to the Navy Weap
ons Laboratory, Dahl!n'en, Va. Acting upon 
this notice of his transfer to the Naval Weap
ons Laboratory. Da.h1~en, Mr. Katz canceled 
his contract. The general release wa.s d.a.ted 
Ma.v 16, 1969. Before the contract was can
celed. a representative of the Navy Applied 
Sclence Laboratory communicated. with the 
Navv Office of CivlUa.n Manoower Manae:e
ment to determine whether there was any 
existing authority to favorably consider Mr. 
Katz' potential claims for financial losses in 
connection with the' transaction. He was ad
vised there was none. At that time Mr. Katz 
was scheduled to be transferred to the Naval 
Weapons Laboratory tn the month of Octo
ber 1969. In the meantime, however, he ob
ta.1ned a position with the P'edera.l Water 
Pollution Control Administration. Dena.rt-
ment of Interior, Edison. N.J .. eft'eet1ve Octo
ber 19, 1989. The Navv stated that it was ad
vised that this area 1.s also outside the com
muting area. of Staten Island. 

"The Navy has based its opposition to 
reltef in this fnsta.nce on the fact that exist
ing- law does not nrovtde for reimbursement 
in Mr. Katz's case: Thfs, .of course. is why he 
has aopealed to the Cont:n"ess for reUef. The 
Navv has further objected to relief on the 
following grounds: 

" 'Nor do we believe the Government can 
be the insurer of every property transaction 

of its Federal employees. The alternatives 
available to Mr. Katz were not under the 
control of his employer and thus the Govern
ment should not have to reimburse him for 
any cost which resulted from the course he 
chose.' 

"The committee has considered this ob
jection, and has concluded that it fails to 
consider the basic equity in the case, and 
that is that the employee suffered a. loss due 
to the transfer made necessary by reductions 
at the Naval Science Laboratory. It is not 
contended that the Government exercised 
control over the employee's contract or his 
decision to enter the contract. At best, this 
seems a. collateral point. In the opinion of 
the committee the issue is that under ap
pllca.ble law, employees are presently reim
bursed for costs and expenses incident to 
forced sales of property due to transfers, but 
that no such authority exists for a. loss such 
a.s suffered by Mr. Katz. Had he closed the 
real estate transaction and. been conveyed 
title to the property, then he would have 
been covered by the laws referred to by the 
Navy. The fact that he received notice of 
the transfer shortly after the contract was 
signed caused htm to act to attempt to ad
Just the matter. He was able to limit the for
feiture to $800. This probably is less than 
the reimbursable costs and expenses generally 
recognized under the law concerning real 
estate sales incident to transfer. The com
mittee feels this is a. proper case for legisla
tive reUef. It is recommended t.ha.t the blll, 
amended to provide for payment of $800, the 
amount of the deposit withheld, be favorably 
considered. •• 

After review of the facts of this claim, the 
committee concurs in the recommendation 
of the House Committee and recommends 
that the b111 H.R. 13806 be considered favor
ably. 

THADDEUSJ.PA~ 

The bill (H.R. 15270) for the relief o! 
Thaddeus J. Pawlak was considered, or
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed ln 
the RECORD an excerot from the report 
(No. 91-1489), explaining the purposes 
of the measure. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of the proposed legislation 
is to pay a. sum not to exceed $1,042.50 to 
Thaddeus J. Pawlak, of' the Department of 
the Army, formerly of Chicago, Dl., who re
ported to a new duty station at Fort Sheri
dan, Dl., on May 7, 1967, for relocation allow
ances authorized by the Administrative Ex
penses Act of 1946 (60 Stat. 806), in accord
ance with the proviS'ions of the regulations 
of the Bureau of the Budget contained in 
circular No. A-56, revised October 12, 1966, 
except that the time Umtts contained in 
section 4.1d of the circular will not be ap
plied to expenses incurred in connection 
with the relocation. 

STATEMENT 

The facts or the case as contained in House 
Report No. 91-1560 are as follows: 

"The Department of the Army in its re
port on the bllllndicated that lt had no ob
jection to its enactment. 

"The events giving rise to the introduction 
of this bill date back to January 10, 1967, 
when Mr. Pawlak was a civilian employee 
in Headquarters, 5th Army, Chicago, Dl., in 
grade G&-12. On that date he was notlfted 
of a. transfer on a. permanent change of sta
tion to Fort Sheridan, Dl., on the outskirts 
of the city of Chicago. He reported for duty 
at the new station on May 7, 1967. On No-
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vember 29. 1967, Mr. Pawlak signed a con
tract to purchase a building under construc
tion. The contract specified a completion 
date of April 30, 1968. On March 18, 1968, 
Mr. Pawlak anticipated that, due to weather 
conditions, the completion date would not 
be met. He wrote to the housing officer, 
Reviewing and Approving Authority, Head
quarters, Fort Sheridan, and requested an 
extension until June 30, 1968, to claim re
imbursement of relocation expens~s. The 
Army report indicated that Mr. Pawlak acted 
in good faith. The extension was not granted 
but on April 30, 1968, he was advised by Mr. 
Heany, the acting chief of the Finance Serv
ices Branch, Deputy Chief of Staff, Comp
troller, 5th Army, that •• • • the contract 
date within the 1-year limitation could be 
construed as the settlement date for entitle
ment purposes and that he should have no 
difficulty in securing reimbursement. ~ • •• 
Mr. Pawlak states that he relied on this in
formation and that he could have settled 
before the expiration of the 1-year limitation 
but did not because of the erroneous infor
mation that he received. The closing state
ment for the purchase of the residence at 
the new duty station is dated May 31, 1968, 
and the closing statement for the sale of 
the residence at the old station 1s dated 
June 13, 1968. The new residence was not 
completed until September 5, 1968. 

"On January 15, 1969, Mr. Pawlak applied 
to the Department of the Army for reim
bursement of expenses in the amount of 
$224.50 for the sale of his residence at hiS 
old duty station and $818 in connection with 
the purchase of his residence at his new 
duty station. The application was denied, and 
he was advised by letter from the assistant 
adjutant, Headquarters, Fort Sheridan, dated 
January 21, 1969, that ·• • • under existing 
regulations settlement must be completed 
not later than 1 year after employee reports 
for duty at new station. Closing statements 
were after the 1-year llmitation.' 

"Relocation expenses for civilian employees 
of the Government are covered by the pro
visions of Public Law 89-516, 80 Stat. 323 
(1966), as amended, 5 u.s.a. 5724(a) (1967). 
Section 23 provides: 

" 'Under such regulations as the President 
may prescribe and to the extent deemed nec
essary and appropriate, as provided therein, 
appropriations or other funds available to 
the departments for administrative expenses 
shall be available for the reimbursement of 
all or part of the following expenses of travel 
and transportation under subsection (a) of 
section 1 of this Act: 

"• (4) The expenses of the- sale of the 
rt>sidence (or the settlement of an unexpired 
lease) of the officer or employee at the old 
official station and purchase of a home at the 
new official station required to be paid by 
him when the old and the new official sta
tions are located within the United States 
(including the District of Columbia) ,its ter
ritories and possessions, the Commonwealth 
of Puerto Rico, and the Canal Zone, but re
imbursement for brokerage fees on the sale 
of the residence and other expenses under 
this subsection shall not exceed those cus
tomarily charged in the locality where the 
residence is located and no reimbursement 
shall be made for losses on the sale of the 
residence. This provision applies regardless 
of whether the title to the residence or the 
unexpired lease is in the name of the officer 
or employee alone, in the joint names of the 
officer or employee and a member of his 1m
mediate family alone.' 

"While the Congress did not speclftcally im-
pose any time limitations, the Office of Man
agement and Budget regulation did so in in
terpreting and implementing the statute tn 
its Circular No. A-56, revised, October 12, 
1966, entitled, 'Regulations governing pay
ment of travel and tra~portatlon expenses 

of civilian officers and employees of the 
United States.' 

"Bections 4(1) (a) and (d) of the circular, 
supra, provide for reimbursement under the 
following conditions: 

" • (a) A permanent change of station is 
authorized or approved and the old and new 
official stations are located within the 50 
States, the District of Columbia, the terri
tories and possessions of the United States, 
the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico, or the 
Canal Zone, and the employee has signed an 
agreement as required in subsection 1.3c. 

• * • • • 
"• (d) The settlement eLates for the sale 

and purchase or lease termination transac
tions for which reimbursement is requested 
are not later than one year after the eLate 
on which the employee reported for duty at 
the new official station, except that an ap
propriate extension of time may be author
ized by the head of the department or his 
designee when settlement 1s necessarily de
layed because of litigation.' [Emphasis 
added.] 

"On June 26, 1969, section 4(1) (d) was 
raplaced by section 4(1) (e) so as to authorize 
the head of an employee's agency to extend 
the 1-year period to 2 years. This authority 
is only applicable, however, to transactions 
which occur after that date. 

"The Office of Management and Budget 
circular provision which is pertinent to this 
claim <Only provides for an extension beyond 
the period of 1 year in the event of litigation 
(sec. 4(1) (d), supra). In a comparable case 
in which adverse weather conditions delayed 
the construction and ultimate purchase of a 
residence, the Comptroller General ruled that 
a claim could not be allowed (B-164393, June 
18, 1968). (See also B-160799, May 20, 1968; 
B-163700, May 6, 1968.) 

"In its report lthe Army, after outlining the 
facts referred to above, specifically referred 
to the erroneous advice given Mr. Pawlak 
and stated on the basis of these circum
stances that it is of the opinion thwt relief 
is warranted in this case. In this connection, 
the Army stated: 

" 'However, since erroneous advice was 
given to Mr. Pawlak when he requested "an 
interpretation of what constituted a settle
ment date," e.nd since Mr. Pawlak apparently 
failed to act expeditiously because of the 
errone<>us advice, the Department of the 
Army is of the opinion that relief is war
ranted in tthis case.' 

"It is recommended that the blll be con
sidered favorably.'' 

In agreement with the views of the House, 
the committee recommends the bill favorably. 

JACK M. SMITH AND CHARLES N. 
MARTIN, JR. 

The bill <H.R. 15S05) for the relief of 
Jack B. Smith and Charles N. Martin, 
Jr., was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time. and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed! in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the report 
<No. 91-14-90), explaining the purposes 
of the measure. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

P'tmPOSE 

The purpose of the proposed legislation, ls 
to ~:elleve Jack B. Smith, postmaster, and 
Charles N. Martin, Jr., publisher of ~tla.nta.'s 
Suburban Reporter of Atlanta, Oa.., of lia
bility of $3,572.18 for revenue deficiencies 
resulting from errors in postage on second
class m.a.terial at the post otnce at East Point, 
Gf!,.., in the period from July 1964 through 
1967.-

STATEMENT 

The faots of the case as contained in House 
Report 91-1561 are a.s follows: 

"The Post Office Department in its report 
on the blll stated it had no objection to its 
enactment, and recommended that the 
amount stated in the bill be reduced to 
$3,572.18. The conu::Wttee ha.s recommended 
that amendment. 

"As a result of an examination of the East 
Point Post Office ln 1967, errors were discov
ered in the postage charged for mailings of 
the Reporter for the period July 29, 1964, 
through 1967. It was determined from postal 
records that a postage deficiency had been 
incurred as follows: 

"'Year Deficiency 
" '1964: Incorrect rate____________ $846.38 

1960: 
Incorrect rate ______________ 1, 400. 32 
Excess sample copies_______ 124.62 

Total------------------- 1,524.94 
1966: Incorrect rate____________ 959.74 
1967: Incorrect rate____________ 365.74 

Total--------~---------- 3,696.80' 
"The Post Office Department made a de

mand on Mr. Martin for payment of the de
ficiencies. He denied liability for the de
ficiency except" for the $124.62 representing 
excess copies mailed in 1965. He stated that 
he had followed all instructions of the Post 
Office during the course of years. Prior to 
initial mailings he had made inquiry con
cerning the postage rate and the Postal Serv
ice Center had advised the postmaster that 
the mailings should be accepted at the third
class rate. 

"In its report the Post Office Department 
no~d that while it is apparent in this case 
that the Postal Service Center made a mis
take in quoting the third-class bulk rate and 
Mr. Martin acted ln good faith ln relying on 
the advice he received, the postmaster ls re
quired, under 39 u.s.a. 2209, to collect ·an 
revenue of the Post Office. The Department, 
pursuant to the Federal Claims Collection 
Act of 1966 (31 u.s.a. 951 e.t seq.) a.s imple
mented in Parts 101 through 105 of title 4 
of the Code of Federal Regulations ls re
quired to take aggressive action to collect 
postage deficiencies. 

"On the basis of the facts of this case 
which establish that the mailings were made 
at incorrect rates which were quoted by 
postal authority, the Department indicated 
it would not object to the bill's enactment 
with a reduction in the amount so as to 
exclude a payment of $124.62 which Mr. Mar
tin had agreed to pay. In this connection, the 
Post Office report stated: 

"'Inasmuch as the Department is without 
legal authority to grant relief for this post
age deficiency resulting from mallings of the 
Atlanta's Suburban Reporter at incorrect 
rates quoted by postal authority, this De
partment ha.s no objection to the enactment 
of H.R. 15505. However, since Mr. Martin 
previously agreed to pay the $124.62 reP-re
senting the deficiency for excess sample 
copies mailed in 1965, we recommend that 
the amount of the relief stated in the bill be 
reduced to $3,572.18.' 

"It is recomended tha.t the amended bill 
be considered favorably." 

In agreement with the views of the House 
of Representatives the committee recom
mands favorable enactment. 

GARY W. STEWART 
The bill <H.R. 16502) for the relief of 

Gary W. Stewart was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, tead the third ·time, 
an~ passed:. 
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Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in 
the REcORD an excerpt from the report 
<No. 91-1491), explaining the purposes 
of the measure. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of the proposed legislation is 
to relieve Gary W. Stewart of Baldwin Park, 
Oalif., of liability to the United States in the 
amount of $553.21 representing the total 
.amount of overpayments of active duty pay 
received by him from January 1966 through 
December 1967, as a result of administrative 
errors on the part oof the U.S. Marine Corps 
w.ith respect to his pay land allowances al
lotments during his active service as a mem
ber of the U.S. Marine Corps and received in 
good faith on his part. 

STATEMENT 

House Report 91-1509 reveals the follow
ing: 

"The Department of rthe Navy in its report 
to the committee on the bill stated that it 
supports the enactment of H.R. 16502. The 
report of the Comptroller General recom
mended the correction of the figure as pro
vided in the committee amendment, and 
stated that the General Accounting Office 
does not object to favomble consideration of 
the bill. 

"Gary w. Stewart, 2234486, U.S. Marine 
Corps, was discharged from the Marine Corps 
on October 27. 1967. As is normal in such 
cases. a postseparation audit of his pay rec
ords and related documents was conducted. 
To obtain an accurate audit it was necessary 
to comprehensively analyze Private First 
Class Stewart's pay records for the whole of 
his active service. Such analysis revealed 
that numerous errors of commission and 
omission had been made in his account and 
that, as a consequence, the Marine Corps had 
paid to or on behalf of Private First Class 
Stewart $537.67 in excess of the amount he 
earned for his service. The principal errors 
were: payment of a. dependency allotment 
for 1 month after Private First Class Stew
art's discharge; payment of a savings bond 
allotment for 2 months after discharge; fail
ure to charge a cash payment ag.ainst his pay 
record; and payment for a period while Pri
vate First Class Stewart was in an "excess 
leave" status and not entitled to pay. 

"The Navy in commenting on the bill out
lined the various errors and the circum
stances under which they were received by 
Private First Class Stewart. It was noted that 
his earnings were comprised of seven differ
ent elements. none of which remained con
stant throughout his service. The payments 
which form the overpayments took three 
different forms. These were: (1) cash or 
check payments direct to him; (2) allotment 
payments to third parties; and (3) pay de
ductions. The Navy then outlined the ltems 
which provide the basis for the $537.76 stated 
in the bill as originally introduced. The Navy 
concluded that the complexity of this analy
sis demonstrated the fact that the inexperi
enced private accepted the money in good 
faith. In this connection it stated: 

"The complexity manifest in the above 
analysis shows that an inexperienced mem
ber--or an experienced member, !or that 
matter-could be paid a.n aggregate of 
$500 too much without his realizing that 
something was amiss. The Department o! the 
Navy believes that Private First Class Stew
art accepted the overpayments in complete 
good faith. 

" •Jn view of the foregoing, the Department 
of the Navy supports enactment of H.R. 
16502.' 

"The committee feels that the equities of 
this case are even more evident when the 
report of the Comptroller General is con
sidered. That report noted that an examlna-

tion of the Marine Corps records shows that 
Mr. Stewart was inducted into the Marine 
Corps on January 18, 1966, and that he was 
discharged for hardship reasons on October 
27, 1967. During this period he was assigned 
to Vietnam on July 28, 1966, and was avacu
ated to the U.S. Naval Hospital, Camp 
Pendleton, Calif., on September 21, 1966. 

"The complexity referred to in the Navy re
port is further illustrated by the fact that 
the General Accounting Office review dis
closed additional errors which increased the 
overpayments by an additional $15.45. The 
analysis shows the full amount to be $553.21 
and the committee has recommended that 
the bill be amended to re.fiect that figure. The 
General Accounting Office found .that the 
overpayments resulted from: 

"'A September 1966 cash payment 
not recorded in the pay record_ $50. 00 

An allotment payment to Mr. 
Stewart's wife in November 1967 
after his discharge from the 
Marine Corps in October 1967 ___ 123. 10 

Purchase of a Government bond in 
December 1967 not covered by 
payroll deductions____________ 18. 75 

Pay and allowances for excess 
leave ------------------------ 174. 14 

Pay and allowances for unau-
thorized absences_____________ 117. 87 

Various errors in accounting for 
such items as commuted rations 
and clothing maintenance al
lowances--------------------- 69.35 

Total ---------------------- 553. 21' 

.. The amount of $15.45 in excess of the 
amount shown in H.R. 16502 is comprised of 
additional errors found by General Account
ing Oftl.ce auditors in the accounting of the 
Marine Corps for commuted ration allowance, 
foreign duty pay and excess leave. 

"In indicating that it had no objection 
to relief, the report of the Comptroller Gen
eral stated: 

" 'On the record before us, the overpay
ments in this case appear to have resulted 
solely from administrative error and, in view 
of his short period of military service, there 
appears to .be no reason to believe that Mr. 
Stewart was aware that he was being over
paid. In such circumstances and since Mr. 
Stewart's hardship discharge from the Marine 
Corps indicates tha.t he and his dependent 
will suffer deprivation if he is required tore
fund the overpayments, we do not object to 
favor8Jble consideration of the bill.' 

"In view of the position of both the Navy 
and the General Accounting Office and the 
particular circumstances of the case, it is 
recommended that the amended bill be con
sidered favorably ... 

The committee concurs in the action of the 
House of 'Representatives and recommends 
that the bill •be favorably considered. 

RICHARD N. STANFORD 
The bill <H.R. 16965) for the relief of 

Richard N. Stanford was considered, or
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the REcoRD an excerpt from the report 
(No. 91-1492), explaining the purpOse 
of the measure. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: · • :., ;:.: 

PUJU>o'SE , . 1 ~ , 

The purpose of the proposed legislation 
is to relieve Richard N. Stanford, a retired 
Air Force chief warrant officer, of llabillty 
of $1,921.62 for living quarters allowance 
paid him as a civilian employee of the Air 

Force in Germany from June 13, 1966, to 
April 30, 1968. 

STATEMENT 

The Department of the Air Force has no 
objection to favorable consideration of the 
bill as passed by the House of Representa
tives. 

Mr. Richard N. Stanford became a civilian 
employee of the Air Force on June 13, 1966, 
at the Rhein-Main Air Base, Germany. At 
that time the Air Force determined that he 
was entitled to living quarters allowance 
under applicable regulations applicable to 
civilian employees hired for service overseas. 
The problem in his case which ultimately 
resulted in a ruling that the Air Force de
termination was wrong relates to the fact 
that immediately prior to Mr. Stanford's local 
hire for the lAir Force position ·at Rhein
Main Air Base, he was employed by Interna
tional Standard Engineering, Inc., a U.S. 
firm, which had hired him locally in Ger
many, in November 1965, under conditions 
which did not provide for his return trans
portation to the United States. 

This is significant because the provisions 
of the Department of State "Standardized 
Regulations (Government Civlllans, Foreign 
Areas)" (Standardized Regulations) must be 
applied in determining if a Government civil
ian employee is eligible to be paid the living 
quarters allowance. Section 031.12c of those 
regulations grants eligibility to a locally 
hired Government employee 1f he had been 
working in the foreign area for an employer 
named in that section and "the employee was 
recruited in the United States, the Common
wealth of Puerto Rico, the Canal Zone, or a 
possession of the United States" by that em
ployer, "and had been in substantially con
tinuous employment by such employer under 
conditions which provided for his return 
transportation to" such U.S. area. In these 
circumstances, when Mr. Stanford was ap
pointed to the Air Force position at Rhein
Main Air Base, effective June 13, 1966, he 
was not entitled to the LQA since he did not 
meet the above eligibility criteria. As has 
been noted, through administrative error in 
applying the provisions governing entitle
ment to LQA, however, he was determined 
eligible for and was granted LQA. 

The error was discovered during a review 
of LQA eligibility determinations for local 
hires conducted by Rhein-Main Air Base 
civillan personnel officials at the request of 
officials in Headquarters, U.S. Air Forces in 
Europe (USAFE). Accordingly, it was found 
that Mr. Stanford's LQA eligibility determi
nation was erroneous for he did not meet the 
conditions of section 031.12c of the Stand
ardized Regulations, since he had not been 
recruited in a U.S. area by any employer for 
employment in a foreign area under condi
tions providing for his retlll11 transportation 
to such U.S. area. 

Mr. Stanford provided information both on 
his application for employment (standard 
form 57) and on his application for the 
quarters allowance (standard form 1190) 
which should have alerted the person re
sponsible for determining quarters allowance 
eligibility that either additional informa
tion and clarification by the employee or a 
careful review of his oftl.cial personnel folder 
was necessary before arriving at a decision 
about whether or not he was eligible for the 
LQA. 

The Air Force has concluded that the er
roneous determination of eligibility and the 
resulting overpayment were due solely to ad
ministrative error in failing to consider prop
erly the available ~nformation and to ob
tain the necessary additional information 
and clarification on a timely basis. The Air 
Force. ·fqund that there was no fault on the 
part of 'Mr. S~anford caUSing this erroneous 
payment. · 

In indicating that it had no objection to 
relief under the particular circumstances 6! 
this case, the Air Force in its report to the 
House Judiciary Committee stated: 
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"There are no administrative procedures 
under whll.ch the Air Force could relieve ·Mr. 
Stanford of his liabllity to refund the 
$3,044.16 LQA overpayment. At the time of 
his separation on October 31, 1969, his lump 
sum leave payment of $1,122.54 for 318 hours 
of annual leave was Withheld as partial re
payment. On February 17, 1970, Mr. Stanford 
was advised by the Air Force Accounting and 
Finance Office, Ramstein, Germany, that de
ducting this lump sum annual leave pay
ment amount of $1,122.54 from the overpay
ment, leaves a balance due the United States 
of $1,921.62. No further collection action was 
taken. Mr. Stanford received the LQA pay
ment of $3,044.16 in good faith and in re
liance upon determinations ma<le by re
sponsible officials. 

"Based upon the above, the Department· of 
the Air Force interposes no objection to the 
enactment of H.R. 16965." 

The committee is in agreement with the 
conclusions arrived at by the House Judici
ary Committee and accordingly recommends 
favorable consideration of H.R. 16965 With
out amendment. 

JOINT ARMY -AIR FORCE EFFORT TO 
LffiERATE AMERICAN POW'S HELD 
CAPTIVE BY NORTH VIETNAM 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
resolution (S. Res. 486) relating to the 
joint Army-Air Force effort to liberate 
American prisoners of war held captive 
by North Vietnam, which had been re
ported from the Committee on the Judi
ciary with an amendment: 

Beginning on page 3, line 1, after the 
word "Resolved" strike all through line 
17, and on page 4, line 1, strike the words 
"rescue mission,"; and insert in lieu 
thereof the following: 

That the ofH.cial command, ofH.cers and men 
involved in the military expedition of No
vember 21, 1970, seeking release from cap
tivity of United States prisoners of war be
lieved to be held by the enemy near Hanoi, 
North Vietnam. be commended for the cour
age they displayed in this hazardous and 
humanitarian undertaking which has lifted 
the hopes and spirits of our brave men im
prisoned and fighting, as well as Americans 

. everywhere. 
Resolved further, That a copy of this reso-

1 ution be forwarded by the Secretary of the 
Senate to each person who participated in 
the special joint Army-Air Force rescue 
mission. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The resolution, as amended, was agreed 

to. 
The preamble was amended and agreed 

to. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the report 
(No. 81-1493), explaining the purposes 
of the measure. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 

The sole purpose of· the resolution is to 
commend the courage of the ofH.cers and 
men who carried out the hazardous mission 
of the special joint Army-Air Force task 
force to Son Tay, North Vietnam, on No
vember 21, 1970. 

Senate Resolution 486, the subject of this 
report, was introduced November 25 by Sen
ator Dole for himself and 34 cosponsors. It 
was ordered to lie over under the rule, and 
on November 30 it was ordered to be placed 
on the calendar. On December 8, the reso
lution was referred to the Committee on 

Foreign Relations with instruction to re
port within 10 days. 

On December 14 and 15, the committee 
received the written comments of the De
partments of State and Def'ense, respectively, 
endorsing the resolution. Under the instruc
tions of the Senate, the committee consid
ered the resolution in executive session on 
December 14 and 17. On the latter date, 
the resolution was ordered reported With an 
amendment in the nature of a substitute. 

The resolution, with its preamble, 
reads as follows: 

Whereas conditions have not materially 
improved in the year since Congress passed 
H. Con. Res. 454 calling for humane treat
ment and release of American prisoners of 
war held by North Vietnam and the Na
tional Liberation Front; and 

Whereas increasing numbers of American 
military personnel remain in captivity in 
North Vietnam in circumstances which vio
late the Geneva Convention of 1949 on pris
oners ofl war and offend standards of human 
decency, some having so remained for as 
long as six years; and 

Whereas the Government of North Viet
nam and the National Liberation Front have 
refused to identify the prisoners they hold, 
to allow impartial inspection of camps, to 
permit free exchange of mall between pris
oners and their families, and to release se
riously sick and injured prisoners, as re
quired by the Geneva Convention, despite 
repeated entreaties from world leaders: Now, 
theref'Ore, be it 

Resolved, That the ofHcial command, offi
cers and men involved in the military ex
pedition of November 21, •1970, seeking re
lease from captivity of United States prison
ers of war ~believed to be held by the enemy 
near Hanoi, North Vietna.m, ibe commended 
for the courage they displayed in this haz
ardous and humanitarian undertaking which 
has lifted the hopes and spirits of our brave 
men imprisoned and fighting, as well as 
Americans everywhere. 

Resolved further, That a copy of this reso
lution be forwarded by the Secretary of the 
Senate to each person who participated in 
the special joint Army-Air Force rescue mis
sion. 

Mr. DOLE subsequently said: Mr. 
President, earlier today the Senate 
adopted Senate Resolution 486. On No
vember 25, I submitted that resolution, 
which was ultimately sponsored by 40 
Senators, and asked unanimous consent 
that it ·be given immediate consideration 
in order to demonstrate the Senate's 
gratitude and respect for the courage 
demonstrated ·by the Army and Air Force 
personnel who carried out the Son Tay 
prisoner reseue attempt. 

It was hoped the Senate would act on 
the resolution with the same dispatch as 
the House did in order that the expres
sion of gratitude by both Houses of Con
gress could be available at the time spe
cial ceremonies were held honoring the 
men involved in the rescue mission. How
ever, the resolution was referred to the 
Committee on Poreign Relations. 

On :December 7, the House of Repre
sentatives passed a similar resolution
the text of which was read by the reso
lution's sponsors at the awards ceremony 
on Decen1ber 9. While the sentiments of 
the U.S. Senate could not be represented 
at the ceremony, today's action affirms 
not only the Senate's recognition of the 
courage demonstrated by the men who 
took part in the hazardous mission to 
rescue American prisoners of war from 
the Son Tay Prison •but it also must be 

interpreted as a strong indication to 
North Vietnam that we condemn the 
continued inhumane treatment of Amer
ican prisoners of war held by North Viet
nam and the National Liberation Front. 
Their refusal to comply with even the 
minimal standards of human decency is 
not acceptable to Americans, whatever 
their personal opinion of the Vietnam 
war. Passage of this resolution during 
the Christmas season cannot be a sub
stitute for the return of those American 
prisoners to their families and loved 
ones, but it is appropriate that these 
families know the American people care 
and join them in their prayers for the 
safe return of their men. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. At this time, in accordance with 
the previous order, the Chair now recog
nizes the distinguished Senator from 
Florida <Mr. GuRNEY) for not to exceed 
1 hour. 

TRIBUTES TO THE HONORABLE 
SPESSARD L. HOLLAND, THE SEN
IOR SENATOR FROM FLORIDA 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, we are 
here today to honor my most distin
guished colleague, the senior Senator 
from Florida, SPESSARD HOLLAND, WhO is 
retiring after almost 25 years of service 
in this great legislative body. In preface 
I wish to make some general remarks. 
These a-re troublesome times and with 
American involvement in the war in 
Vietnam. racial strife, rising crime, and 
other problems there has been in recent 
years much public soul' searching and in
trospection about the American com
monwealth. It has been suggested in 
some quart·ers that the American spirit 
has been marred, even that the national 
psyche has been mortally wounded. 
There is much hand wringing and pes
simism about our future; many recrimi
nations about our recent past . 

Mr. President, I do not, and I cannot 
share this pessimistic mood. While I 
recognize the ;frailties and the fallibility 
of men, and while I think our mistakes 
and wrong turnings must always be ex
posed and corrected, I have ultimate 
confidence in basic goodness of the Amer
ican system and the durability of the 
American spirit. 

I think one of the roots of my optimism 
has been my experience here in the Sen
ate in the last 2 years. And my confidence 
is justified, I think, because of the caliber 
and the dedication I have found in the 
Members of this august Chamber. We 
are today honoring one of the most dis
tinguished Members as his retirement 
approaches-the distinguished senior 
Senator f·rom Florida, the Honorable 
SPESSARD L. HOLLAND. I suggest that the 
fact our country has produced a man 
like SPESSARD HOLLAND is cause for opti
mism; I suggest that the presence of 
SPESSARD HOLLAND in public life shows 
the basic good sense of our people, and 
I suggest that his entire career is a mon
ument to the best elements in our na
tional life. 

Senator HoLLAND's career and presence 
in public life justifies our faith in de-
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mocracy and reinforces my belief in 
the essential virtue and goodness of our 
Republic. 

Senator HoLLAND was born in Bartow, 
Fla., on July 10, 1892. He was the son of 
Benjamin Franklin Holland, a native of 
Georgia and a confederate veteran who 
came to Florida in 1881, and Fannie Vir
ginia Spessard Holland, who had been 
born in Virginia. 

He was graduated from Summerlin In
stitute, which is now the Bartow High 
School, in 1909, and in 1912 he received 
his bachelor's degree, magna cum laude, 
from Emory College in Atlanta. Senator 
HoLLAND graduated from the University 
of Florida Law School in 1916. 

In college, he earned membership in the 
Phi Beta Kappa Society and qualified for 
a Rhodes scholarship, which he was un
able to accept because of the outbreak 
of World War I. 

He was, of course, an outstanding col
lege athlete who played varsity football, 
baseball, and basketball in college-when 
he was not busy as a member of the track 
team. He was, in fact, offered a oontract 
in 1916 by Connie Mack to play profes
sional baseball with the Philadelphia 
Athletics. If he had chosen to go that 
route, he would doubtless be in the Hall of 
Fame at Cooperstown. But World War I 
intervened. 

In 1917, he entered in the service of his 
country. Commissioned a second lieuten
ant in the coast artillery, he went to 
France in 1917 and transferred to the 
Army Air Corps and saw action at the 
Meuse Argonne, Champaign, St. Mihiel, 
and Luneville in 1918. He is credited with 
officially downing a German 'aircraft and 
he lost his own plane in combat. In 1918, 
he was awarded the Distinguished Serv
ice Cross with the citation noting "ex
traordinary heroism in connection with 
military operations against an armed 
enemy." At the end of the hostilities, he 
was a captain. 

In 1919, he returned home and made 
one of the wisest decisions of his life: 
He married Miss Mary Groover of Fort 
White, Fla. The Hollands have two sons 
and two daughters and 13 grandchil
dren. Both sons, who are now attorneys 
practicing in Florida, saw action in 
World War II. 

After his war service, Senator HoL
LAND practiced law briefly before accept
ing an appointment as prosecuting at
torney for Polk County. In 1920, he was 
elected county judge. 

In 1932, he was elected to the Florida 
State Senate where he served for 8 
years. In that role, he sponsored various 
measured aims at reducing taxes, over
hauling the Florida school code and im
proving the State's public educational 
system, increasing teacher salaries, and 
setting up retirement benefits. He also 
wrote and sponsored legislation to cre
ate the citrus commission, and legisla
tion for old age assistance, workman's 
compensation, and unemployment in
surance. He also sponsored the soU con
servation districts act, the cooperative 
market act, and the fair trade act. He 
was a leader in the fight to abolish the 
State poll tax. 

Senator HoLLAND was elected Gover
nor of Florida in 1940 and served from 
January 1941. to January 1945, his term 

roughly covering the World War n pe
riod. 

He was appointed to the Senate to fill 
the unexpired term of the late Senator 
Charles Andrews in September 1946 and 
was elected to the U.S. Senate for the 
first time in November 1946. He was re
elected in 1952, 1958, and 1964. 

During his almost 25 years in the U.S. 
Senate, Senator HoLLAND had missed 
only a tiny fraction of the thousands of 
record votes-and those for the most 
part occurred when he was excused from 
the Senate to be away from Washing
ton on official business. 

The Senator serves on three important 
standing committees: Agriculture and 
Forestry, Appropriations and Aeronau
tical and Space Sciences Committee. 

There are simply too many legislative 
accomplishments we could speak of con
cerning Senator HoLLAND in my allotted 
time. But, I will mention a few areas 
only: 

Senator HoLLAND fought the poll tax 
throughout his distinguished career. He 
first introduced a constitutional amend
ment to prohibit it in Federal elections in 
1949 and reintroduced it in succeeding 
Congresses. In 1962, finally, it was ap
proved by Congress and sent to the 
States. In 1964, it was ratified by the req
uisite number of States and became the 
24th amendment to our Constitution. 

The Tidelands Act which restored to 
the States the property rights in sub
merged coastal belts lying within the 
State's boundaries. Senator HoLLAND .per
sonally argued the constitutionality of 
the Tidelands Act before the Supreme 
Court in 1959. 

Senator HOLLAND is, as we know, the 
father of our uniquely beautiful Ever
glades National Park. It was his fore
sight as Governor of Florida which pre
served it; it was he who sponsored the 
Federal legislation which made it a na
tional park and fixed its boundaries. 

Senator HoLLAND took a leadership role 
in the central and southern Florida flood 
control project, and in many other rivers 
and harbors projects which have proven 
to be of enormous benefit both to Florida 
and to the Nation. 

Senator HoLLAND played a large role in 
the ffighway Act of 1956 which started 
our interstate highway program. 

As my colleagues know, I could go on 
and on with a recitation of accomplish
ments, but our time is short and I know 
my colleagues wish to speak also. 

But let me say this: 
Mr. President, my prayer is that _the 

Senate of the United States will~ in the 
years ahead, be graced by the presence 
of other patriots and statesmen of the 
caliber Of SPESSARD HOLLAND. 

Senator HoLLAND's long and honor
able service to the Nation and to the 
State of Florida can never be forgotten. 
For almost 25 years, he has given this 
Chamber the benefit of his wisdom, his 
experience, and his mature judgment. 
The Senate is infinitely richer because 
of his presence. _ 

In many ways, the distinguished senior 
Senator from Florida is the embodiment 
of an ideal-the personification of the 
qualities which the 'Ainerican people hope 
to find in their own ·Senator: digiilty; cer
tainty, and courtesy, but also scrupulous 
integrity; ·perception of the broad issues 

and at the same time attention to detail; 
diligence and the mastery of public is
sues-that is the product of long hours 
of preparation; independence and the 
willingness to speak his mind, regardless 
of which of our great political parties 
controls the White House: firmness of 
matters of principle and, at the same 
time, gentleness and respect for the 
honest opinions which are different from 
his own. There is not a Member of the 
Senate now who does not respect and 
.esteem SPESSARD HOLLAND. And, Senator 
HoLLAND has earned that respect, by the 
example he has set and by the manner 
in which he has conducted himself. 

We cannot hope to summarize 1n a 
few moments SPESSARD HoLLAND's record 
of service and accomplishments 1n the 
_u.s. Senate, or as Governor of Florida 
before that. 

We can, however, mention a few of the 
qualities which have distinguished the 
Senator during his long and honorable 
legislature career: 

He is a man of honor and integrity. 
He is a man of principle, whose word 

is his bond. 
He is a scholar and man of wide learn

ing and great understanding. 
He is a patriot, and a man of great 

strength. 
At the same time, he is gentle and 

compassionate. 
First, last, and always, Senator HoL

LAND is a gentleman. 
And now, rich in honors, in friend

ships, in the esteem of his colleagues, 
Senator HoLLAND is leaving Washington. 

Our State and our Nation are richer, 
sir, because you have chosen to serve 
them. We are now, and we always will 
be, in your debt. 

Your colleagues thank you for your 
service to Florida' and to our country; we 
wish for you, Senator HoLLAND, and for 
your wonderfUl lady, MarY, good health, 
and God's blessing for a- wonderful re
tirement. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD cer
tain newspaper editorials and articles. 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the REcoRD be 
kept open until the adjournment of this 
Congress for the inclusion of written 
statements by our colleagues who are not 
present at this moment and who may 
wish to file at a later day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I further 
ask unanimous consent that our tributes 
to -Senator HOLLAND on this occasion be 
collected and suitably bound and in
scribed for presentation to our beloved 
colleague-. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it 1s so ordered. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

[From the Orlando (Fla.) Sentinel, 
Nov. 14, 1969] 

SENATOR 8PEssAaD HOLLAND liAs EARNED THE 
GRATITUDE OF EvERY FLoRIDIAN 

Whatever their P~rtY. Fl_orldlans have rea
son to be gra~!ul to_retlrlng U.S. $en. Spes
sard L. Holland _!or his ~ong, faithful ~d 
distinguished service to his state and the 
nation. -- ·· -. 

For Sen. ·Holland's polltlcal leadership has 
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been too big to accommodate petty partisan
ship. IHe earned and continues to hold the 
friendship of Democratic and Republican 
presidents, of congressional colleagues of ev
ery political hue, and of the people who sent 
him to Tallahassee as governor and then 
elected him to four full six-year terms in 
the Senate. 

The Senator, now 77, will be coming back 
to Florida in sem.iretirement after his pres
ent term ends. An angina condition 
prompted his doctors to advise against an
other campaign. He expects to return to his 
home in Bartow to practice law, as his health 
permits, and to write a couple of books, one 
about his career and another about his wife, 
Mary, who is a remarkable person in her own 
right. 

The leadership of Sen. Holland has been 
middle-of-the-road conservative but he was 
always his own man in matters of conscience. 
Before the present civil rights move
ment began, he fought successfully for the 
24th congressional amendment abollshing 
the poll tax, a crusade that was not popular 
in some quarters at the time. 

His contributions to Florida as governor 
were many. He formed the nonpolitical Fresh 
Water Fish and Game Commission, spon
sored a gasoline tax amendment that 
strengthened the counties in road building, 
and lowered the intangible tax ceiling by 60 
per cent. 

As a ranking member of the Senate !Agri
culture Committee, IHolland works con
stantly to improve the lot of farmers. He 
also serves on the Senate Appropriations 
Committee, the first Floridian to do so in 40 
years. The Central and South Florida Flood 
Control District is largely Holland's doing. 
So was the $4 million federal appropriation 
to start work on the cross-state barge canal. 
But his Senate interests were far from paro
chial; they included space, military security, 
federal highways, airports, federal buildings, 
parks, forests and conservation of resources. 

But no list of bllls or statutes would be 
adequate to sum up the character and in
tegrity of the man from Bartow. He was en
dowed with exceptional pbiyslcal courage 
that made him a volunteer combat aviator 
in the World War I days of :flying the wind
swept egg crates. 

The young law school graduate and school
teacher :flew in France with his old school 
chum Sam Keesler, for whom Keesler Air 
Force Base in Mlssisstppi is named. Keesler 
was shot down and killed, but Holland came 
back and applied that sa.me raw courage to 
Florida's political leadership. 

Thrift was and is a part of Sen. Holland's 
creed. Martin Andersen, publisher of The 
Sentinel at the time, recalls Holland's first 
trip to Washington in 1946: "He came 
through Orlando in an old beat-up Fortl 
filled with his charming wife, his children, 
household pets and some of his worldly 
goods." 

Wh.en the question came up a few years 
ago, Holland was one Senator who didn't 
hesitate to make a voluntary disclosure of 
his personal assets. He is com:fol"lta.bly well 
off but by no means a wealthy man-the re
sult of having served Florida and America as 
a scrupulously honest politician. 

The senator's physicians say he may live· 
to be 100 if he takes things a bit easier. Thou
sands of his fellow Floridians wish him many 
more years of health and contentment. If 
any man in public life has earned it, Spessard 
Holland has. And Florida Democrats who 
yearn for a comeback could do worse than 
adopt him as a model for everything they 
should be -and too often aren't. 

[From the Evening Star Editorial, Nov. 17, 
1969] 

FLORIDA TO LOSE ABLE SENATOR IN THE RE
TmEMENT OF HOLLAND 

Florida loses a great United States senator 
when Spessard L. Holland completes his 
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fourth term and retires to private life in his 
native city of Bartow. The Senate and nation 
will miss him, too. 

Even many Republicans who will be in 
greatly improved positions by Senator Hol
land's retirement regret t o see him leave 
office. He had been in the Senate sin ce 1946 
and had built up a seniority which has meant 
much to the Sunshine State. 

No matter who succeeds him, Democrat 
or Republican, it will take more than a 
score of years for any Floridian to build up 
as long a period of service in the Senate as 
has the conservative independent voting 
Democrat from Bartow. And seniority is im
portant in Congress. 

In addition to ranking fifth in seniority 
among Senate Democrats, Senator Holland 
has made many friends in both parties which 
stands him in good stead when he has a leg
islative or other problem affecting the Sun
shine State. 

Florida's senior senator is one of the out
standing members of the Senate and is the 
natural leader of the Southern bloc. He is 
a high-ranking member of the vital Senate 
Appropriations Committee and he is second 
among Democrats on the important Agricul
ture and Forestry Committee. 

Some indication of the :importance of se
niority in the Senate is indicated by the fact 
that Senator Holland was the first Floridian 
to be named to the Appropriations Commit
tee in 40 years. 

Having served a distinguished term as gov
ernor of his native state after a long period 
of other public service dating back to 1919, 
Senator Holland was immediately accepted 
by his colleagues as a potential leader. 

In recent years the now 77-year-old sen
ator has been considered a great statesman 
as well as a pragmatic and powerful poli
tician. First elected in 1946, Senator Holland 
was re-elected in 1952, 1958 and to his pres
ent term in 1964. Many practical political 
observers believe he could have been elected 
again in 1970, had he chosen to run. 

While Republicans are relieved that Spes
sard Holland's name will not be on the next 
ballot, thousands of his Republican friends 
regret that a long-time heart condition 
forced him to decide not to make another 
race for omce. 

But the senator deserves a rest, for he has 
worked hard and effectively for Florida. Al
though he has received credit for scores and 
scores of "good jobs" done for his state, even 
those who know his work best can never 
fully appreciate what Spessard Holland has 
meant to the progress and welfare of Florida. 

The man who succeeds him will have some 
big shoes to :flU, and it will take him years 
and years in omce to reach the pinnacle of 
power and influence of Senator Holland. 
Florida will miss his experience, many Senate 
friendships and his seniority. 

The fight is on for the position which Spes
sard Holland has filled so well and so long. 
A half dozen or so Democrats and Republi
cans are contending for the Senate seat. 
While no election is won until the votes are 
counted, political observers in Tallahassee 
and in Washington believe Florida will have 
two Republican senators when the election is 
over. 

[From the Sun Sentinel, Nov. 14, 1969} 
SENATOR HOLLAND'S RETIREMENT MARKS END 

OF AN ERA 

(By William A. Mullen) 
An era ends with a certain event or events 

inevitable in coming and sad in arrival. 
Such was the case Wednesday when Spes

sard Lindsey Holland announced that he wm 
not seek a fifth consecutive term in the U.S. 
Senate. 

ms retirement will . end an era in Florida 
politics, an era of the southern gentleman 
of the old school serving his constituents 

diligently and digni:fledly, in the stately 
chambers of the capitol. 

His retirement also marks the wane of an 
era in the Senate, the slow erosion of the 
conservative coalition that from time to time 
in the course of the nation's affairs turned 
back unwise or misguided plans of the 
liberal bloc in the Congress. 

This is not to denigrate Florida's junior 
Senator, Edward J. Gurney, a Republican 
and also a conservative. 

But Senator Holland, a Southerner and a 
Democrat of the classic southern conserva
tive tradition, lent substance and force to 
the coalition. 

By seniority, by culture, by character, by 
consistency, he "belonged" to the group of 
senators who placed national interest before 
party, who placed duty before self, and who 
brought statesmanship to politics. 

For Florida, Senator Holland was a steady
ing influence in the national government, 
often countering the votes of more liberal 
co-senators with whom he represented the 
state over the years. 

Spessard Lindsey Holland was the 28th 
governor of Florida, serving during the World 
War II years of 1941-45, and as chief execu
tive was responsible for instituting and aid
ing many military programs in Florida dur
ing those years. 

He did so with knowledge and experience, 
having served with the U.S. Army's 24th :fly
ing squadron in France during the First 
World War. Assigned there by his request, 
Senator Holland won the Distinguished 
Service Cross. 

·And as governor, he was instrumental in 
pledging gasoline tax revenues for high
ways, strengthening the ad valorem tax 
structure and in the creation of Everglades 
National Park. 

Nominated for the Se~U~ote by his party 
when then Sen. Charles 0. Andrews an
nounced he would not seek re-election, Sena
tor Holland was appointed to succeed Sena
tor Andrews upon his death. 

AB the record shows, Senator Holland 
brought to the Senate experience of gover
nor, judge, pro&.ecutor, state legislator and 
small town lawyer. 

In the ensuing years, he was not a head
line grabber, although he rose to ninth 1n 
seniority in the Senate. Instead, he worked 
for the interests of Florida and was par
ticularly effective in promoting the state's 
agricultural interests, the industry that 
ranks second to tourism. 

The senator. kept his constiwents in
formed of his activities in a homey news
letter, in which he frequently noted that 
"Mary .and I" enjoyed meeting Floridans 
who visited his omce while in Washington. 

Meanwhile, he lent his steadying hand to 
the Senate, voting as high as 90 per cent on 
the conservative side of the issues coming 
before the Upper Chamber. 

But now, ;advancing age and a heart con
dition that has caused a number of "in
cidents," as the senator puts it, have led 
him to decide it is time to call a halt to his 
public service career. 

It is an eminent and distinguished and 
fruitful career that comes to a close. His re
tirement is hard-earned and well-deserved. 
The one regret is that it brings to .an end 
an era we are sure will not 'be duplicated, for 
all the qualifications of the state's congres
sional delegation. 

This is because time has changed, con
ditions have changed. It would be a fitting 
gesture for all his constituents to thank 
him for a job well done and to wish him 
health and happiness 1n the golden years 
ahead. 

[From the Florida Times-Union, Nov. lS, 
1969) 

A BIG PAIR OF SHOES To FILL 

While Florida's political complexion has 
changed with bewildering rapidity during the 
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past decade, the thread of continuity-ex
emplifying the best of the past-has been 
maintained by U.S. Sen. Spessard Lindsey 
Holland. 

Yesterday, Holland announced the end of 
an era. He said he will not seek reelection in 
1970 although he will serve out his present 
term. 

The wisdom of his decision cannot be dis
puted. Troubled with angina for the past 
eight years, the 77-year-old senator said he 
had been advised by his doctors that it would 
not be wise for him to seek a fifth term. 

The State of Florida will be the loser. In 
seniority alone, the loss is acute. 

Holland is the second-ranking Democrat on 
the Agriculture and Forestry Committee, 
fifth on the Appropriations Committee, and 
a member of the Aeronautical and Space 
Sciences Committee. 

But even more important is the respect and 
trust his colleagues in the Senate have for 
Holland. He is known as a man whose word 
is good and whose motives are good. When 
Holland tells his colleagues what a bill he 
introduced is designed to do, they believe 
him. 

This respect cuts across party lines and 
philosophical differences. Senate liberals do 
not agree with his conservative views but 
they recognize his integrity. 

Holland's ab111ty to rally his Senate col
leagues round him was demonstrated in a 
confrontation during the early 1960's with 
Rep. Clarence Cannon, the late autocratic 
head of the House Appropriations Committee. 

Cannon was bitterly opposed to putting the 
final planning funds for the Cross Florida 
Barge Canal in the budget and Holland in
sisted they be included. The appropriations 
bill went to a conference committee of House 
and Senate. 

Up to that time, Cannon was reputed never 
to have lost a major battle but he lost this 
one. Holland held his ground and the Senate 
conferees supported him. So sure were many 
of the House members that no change would 
be made in the House version of the bill that 
they went home to their constituencies. 

However, with the Senate conferees refus
ing to budge, the House had to be called back 
into session to vote the barge canal planning 
funds. 

Holland has not been a flashy figure on the 
national scene. He has been a senator whose 
accomplishments for his state and nation 
have spoken more loudly than his words. 

Born in 1892 in Bartow, Holland won 
Florida's governorship in 1940. Although 
Florida governors have traditionally done 
very poorly when seeking another omce after 
their terms expired, Holland reversed the 
trend. He was appointed to the U.S. Senate 
seat in 1946 and won election to a six-year 
term that same year. He has won reelection 
handily ever since--the last time over Claude 
Kirk who went on to win the governorship. 

Now the speculation will be rife over pos
sible successors to Holland, a question that 
will be decided in next year's elections. We 
leave that speculation to others. 

The one thing that is clear at the present 
time is the fact that Florida's voters are be
ing left with a big pair of shoes to fill. 

[From the Tallahassee (Fla.) Democrat, 
Nov. 13, 1969] 

HOLLAND HAs SET PATTERN :FOR SUCCESS 
XN SENATE 

We are sorry Sen. Spessard Holland has de
cided against running for another term.. 

He has served Florida honorably, diligently, 
with consistent devotion t o conserva-tive con
stitutional and economic principles for nearly 
40 years-as State Senator, as Governor, and 
these past 23 years in the United StM;es 
Senate. 

Many Floridians have disagreed with his 
philosophy, but they have always known 
where he stood; and his continued success 
in the elections have demonstrated that the 

positions he took were those of the majority 
of Floridians. 

Those principles have been on the losing 
side in Washington as often as on the win
ning side; but he has not abandoned them 
for political expedience. 

Florida, the South, the whole nation need 
more men of such principle, in the Con
gress--and we can ill afford to lose another 
of the stalwarts. 

However, Sen. Holland has more than 
earned his retirement. He is 77 years old. An
other six-year term beginning in 1971 would 
carry him well into his 80s. Those of us who 
know him don't believe advanced age would 
be a handicap to a Spessard Holland. But his 
doctors have found signs of heart trouble. 
He has had cataracts removed from both 
eyes. 

IHls true friends and loyal supporters would 
not insist that he stay and die there, perhaps 
prematurely, with his boots on in their 
service. 

There are capable younger men in Florida 
politics--both Democrat and Republican who 
are anxious to succeed him. Some of them, 
sensing opportunity, already are running, 
forcing his decision. This is legitimate. And 
it is characteristic that Holland should ad
vance his announcement to help clear the 
track for the aspirants. 

It is a year before the election. The 
people will have every chance to study the 
behavior and record of the candidates--some 
in the State Legislature which will convene 
twice before then, others in executive and 
congressional offices, and all on the campaign 
trail. 

We wouldn't expect Sen. Holland to be
come involved in any candidate's campaign, 
unless it should be in behalf of the Demo
cratic ticket next fall. But he has set a 
pattern of policy, of personal conduct, and 
of political acceptance that will be hard for 
any of them to break. 

Thus, Spessard Holland, in withdrawing, 
may continue the stable influence he has 
maintained throughout his active political 
career. 

[From the Tampa (Fla.) Tribune, Nov. 13, 
1969} 

HOLLAND'S DECISION: REGRETl'ABLE NECESSITY 
Spessard Holland is a man of independent 

mind but in one major political decision he 
has let others tell him what to do. 

On advice of his doctors, Florida's 77-year
old senior Senator announced yesterday that 
he will retire at the end of his term in Jan
uary, 1971. A chronic heart ailment (angina) 
has become increasingly troublesome, he 
said. 

We accept the wisdom of the decision as 
we regret the necessity for it. 

Spessard Holland has served with distinc
tion in the United States Senate, as he did 
earlier in the Governorshtp of Florida and in 
the State Senate. 

He took to Washington a rare knowledge 
of the needs and problexns of Florida, as well 
as a standard of conduct which in the halls 
of Congress sometimes seems also rare. 

The seniority acquired in four terxns in the 
Senate, and the respect in which he is held 
by his colleagues, have benefited both state 
and nation. He has contributed a conserva
tive weight to a body which in recent years 
has 'been overbalanced on the liberal side. 
His infiuence has been particularly strong on 
the important Appropriations and Agricul
ture Committees. 

But Holland's conservatism has never 
blinded him to the need for reform; he has 
insisted only that change be wrought by 
constitutional process. Accordingly, he was 
the chief sponsor of the 24th Amendment, 
adopted after a long fight, which prohibited 
states from requirlng payment of a poll tax 
to vote in Federal elections. (Florida had 
abolished the poll tax years earlier). 

He also was principal author of the Tide-

lands Act which settled long controversy over 
state-Federal jurisdiction in coastal waters. 

His loss will be especially great for Florida 
because the junior Senator, Edward J. Gur
ney, beg.an his first term this year. Thus, in 
1971, this state will have two freshman Sena
tors in a body where seniority carries a higher 
value than it deserves. 

Senator Holland's retirement gives theRe
publican Party a definite advantage in the 
coming campaign. 

Congressman William C. Cramer of St. 
Petersburg, who in 1954 became the first Re
publican Congressman elected in Florida 
since Reconstruction days, hopes to become 
the second Republican Selllator since that 
period (Gurney is the first) . He is generally 
favored to win his party's nomination over 
Lt. Gov. Ray C. Osborne. 

Cramer has proved himself an able andre
sourceful politician, in Florida and in Wash
ington. He can expect the full support of the 
Nixon Administration in the 1970 general 
election. Most analysts have concluded that, 
barring a sharp drop in Nixon popularity, no 
Democrat other than Holland would have a 
gOOd chance of defeating him. 

The ease with which Gurney overwhelmed 
former Governor LeRoy Collins Last Novem
ber lends validity to this theory. So does the 
fact that a wide-open fight for the Demo
cratic nomination is in prospect, leaving in 
its wake the usual party-splitting animosi
ties. 

But the only certainty of politics is that 
victory is never certain until the votes are 
counted. 

Candidates for Florida's second Senate 
seat will have ample opportunity in coming 
months to explain their philosophies and cite 
their qualifications. Citizens, meantime, can 
be thankful that Spessard Holland, God will
ing, will continue as their Senator for an
other 14 months. 

[From Today, Nov. 15, 1970J 
FAITHFUL SERVANT 

SEN. SPESSARD HOLLAND has made a wise 
choice in stepping down next year, while he 
is still in command of his mental faculties 
and, perhaps to a lesser extent, his physical 
health. 

The people of Florida should be grateful, 
for the hard-to-make decision and for his 23 
years of dedicated service in the U.S. Senate. 

The 77-year-old statesman saved his critics 
the unpleasant tJask of cballenging his re
election on the basis of age. 

"I wouldn't want to give the people of 
Florida a damaged article for the next six 
years," he said. "I've seen some people--good 
friends of mine-stay here (in the Senate) 
too long." 

All the people of Florida join in the fer
vent hope that his angina attacks w1ll not 
hamper him in serving out his 24th year in 
the Senate, nor prevent him from living 
many more productive years. 

He has served his state and nation well. 
He can take this knowledge into his retire
ment with confidence. 

In his early years in the upper chamber, 
Holland was a. member of the Southern Dem
ocratic bloc that practically controlled the 
Senate. He was an early holdout a~t civil 
rights legislation but mellowed later. He was 
a leader in the move that labolished poll 
taxes by constitutional amendment. 

Sen. Holland is a completely scrupulous 
man. He is one of the few members of Con
gress whose personal fortune has decreased 
as a result of h1s service '1n the Senate. 

Florida will love a faithful servant when 
he retires next year. 

(From the Tampa (Fla.) Tribune, 
Nov. 13, 1969} 

HOLLAND'S DECISION: REGRETTABLE NECESSITY 
Spessard Holland 1s a man o! independent 

mind but in one major politiCal decision he 
has let others tell h1m what to do. 
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On advice of his doctors, Florida's 77-year

old senior Senator announced yesterday that 
he will retire at the end of his term in Jan
uary, 1971. A chronic heart ailment (angina) 
has ·become increasingly troublesome, he 
said. 

We accept the wisdom of the decision as 
we regret the necessity for it. 

Spessard Holland has served with distinc
tion in the United States Senate, as he did 
earlier in the Governorship of Florida and in 
the State Senate. 

He took to Washington a rare knowledge of 
the needs and problems of Florida, as well 
as a standard of conduct which in the halls 
of Congress sometimes seems also rare. 

The seniority acquired in four terms in the 
Senate, and the respect in which he is held 
by his colleagues, have benefited both state 
and nation. He has contributed a conserva
tive weight to a body which in recent years 
has been overbalanced on the liberal side. 
His influence has been particularly strong 
on the important Appropriations ·and Agri
culture Committees. 

But Holland's conservatism has never 
blinded him to the need for reform; he has 
insisted only that change be wrought by con
stitutional process. Accordingly, he was the 
chief sponsor of the 24th Amendment, .adopt
ed after a long fight, which prohibited states 
from requiring payment of a poll tax to vote 
in Federal elections. (Florida had abolished 
the poll tax years earlier). 

He also was principal author of the Tide
lands Act which settled long controversy 
over state-Federal jurisdiction in coastal 
waters. 

His loss wdll be especiaJly great for Florida 
because the junior Senator, EdwM"d J. Gur
ney, began his first term this year. Thus, in 
1971, this state will have two freshman Sen
ators in a body where seniori.ty carries a 
higher value than it deserves. 

Senator Holland's retirement gives theRe
publican Party a definite .advantage 1n. the 
coming campaign. 

Congressman WUliam C. Cramer of St. 
Petersburg, who in 1954 became the first 
Republican Congressman elected in Florida 
since Reconstruction days, hopes to become 
the second Republican Senator since that 
period (Gurney is the first) . He is generally 
favored to win his party's nom.ination over 
Lt. Gov. Ray C. Osborne. 

Oramer has proved himself an able and 
resourceful politician, in Florida and in 
Washington. He can expect the full support 
of the Nixon Administration in the 19-70 
general election. Most ana.lysts have con
cluded that, barring a sha.rp drop in Nixon 
popularity, no Deill!OCl'at other than Holland 
would have a good chance of defeating him. 

The ease with which Gurney overwhelmed 
former Governor LeRoy Collins last Novem
ber !lends valldity to this theory. So does 
the fact that a wide-open fight for the 
Democratic nomination is in prospect, leav
ing in its wake the usual party-splitting 
animosities. 

But the only certainty of politics is that 
victory 1s never certain until the votes are 
counted. 

Oandid.'ates for Florida's second Senate 
seat will have ample opportunity in coming 
months to explain their philospphies and 
cite their qualifications. Citizens, meantime, 
can be thankful that Spessard Holland, God 
willing, will continue as their Senator for 
another 14 months. 

[From the Tampa (Fla.) Times, Nov. 14, 
1969] 

SENATOR HOLLAND'S DECISION 

No Floridian who has held important pub
lic offices, we daresay, has won a greater place 
in the atfection and admiration of the people 
of this state than has Senator Spessard L. 
Holland. _ 

·Likewise, a; man of 77 who has been work-

ing for the same boss-the people--for 50 
years has a right to call it quits and a claim 
on the gratitude of his employer. 

Undoubtedly, his decision not to seek re
election next year for a fifth full term in the 
U.S. Senate was a clifficult one to reach. But 
in light of a heart condition he has had for 
eight years and two angina attacks in the 
past few weeks, along with his own acknowl
edgment that he had "seen some of my 
friends stay too long" in the Senate, it was 
the right one. Indeed, there is real wisdom in 
knowing when it is time to step aside for 
younger men. 

It is interesting to note that Florida's senior 
U.S. senator began his elective career as a 
prosecuting attorney in Polk County in 1919. 
He later was a county judge, state senator 
and governor. In fact, Spessard Holland, born 
in Bartow, was the first native Floridian to 
serve the state as both governor and U.S. 
senator. 

Throughout his public career he has repre
sented the people with dignity and distinc
tion. 

Some persons, of course, have insisted his 
legislative record leans too much to the con
servative side. True, he has not followed the 
path of the knee-jerk liberals. Nor is he one 
to agree with those in Congress who think 
every problem can be solved by carrying out 
a policy of "tax, tax, tax and spend, spend, 
spend." His votes in committee and on the 
Senate floor have not been based on snap 
judgments but on what he sincerely believed 
were the wishes of the majority of his con
stituents and his own concern for fiscal re
sponsibhlity in governmental operations. 

It is quite obvious that many people in this 
state approved of his decisions else they 
would not have returned him to the Senate 
each time by substantial margins. 

Now, with the actual retirement date only 
a little over a year away, Senator Holland's 
decision to bow out eliminates one question 
about the Democratic primary in 1970 but 
increases speculation regarding those who 
will seek to obtain the party nomination for 
his seat. State Sen. Lawton Chiles of Lake
land, State Sen. Robert Haverfield of Miami 
and State Rep. Fred Schultz of Jacksonville 
are definite starters. There may be more, 
which will increase the likelihood of a bitter 
as well as a wide-open Democratic contest. 

In this connection, Senator Holland, dur
ing his press conference, offered Florida 
Democrats some excellent advice. He said 
they must "work together" or a third straight 
state-wide race will be lost to the Republi
cans. The reference was to Claude Kirk's 
gubernatorial victory in 1966 and GOP Rep. 
Edward Gurney's defeat of former Gov. Le
Roy Collins last year for the U.S. Senate seat 
vacated by the retirement of Democrat 
George Smathers. 

He also called attention to the fact that 
he moved his announcement timetable ahead 
because Florida Democrats are planning a 
dinner in his honor on November 29 in 
Miami. 

There isn't any doubt that Florida Demo
crats need unity and cohesiveness in the 
months ahead. We can't think of a better 
time to start striving for lt than at that 
dinner. 

[From the Sarasota (Fla.) Herald-Tribune, 
Nov.14, 1969] 

BAD, GOOD NEWS 

The announcement by Florida's senior U.S. 
Senator Spessard Holland that he will retire 
at the end of his present term is bad news 
for some and good news for others. 

It is bad news for the people of Florida who 
will lose the services of one of the state's 
most distinguished public officials. 

Senator Holland won his first election more 
than a half century ago to become prose
cuting attorney of Polk County. In the years 
that followed he was county judge, state sen-

ator and governor of Florida. He has been a 
United States Senator since 1946. 

As a conservative though by no means 
hide-bound Democrat, he has accurately re
flected the political philosophy of his constit
uents. Both by the length of his service and 
the esteem in which he is held by his col
leagues, he has been an influential and effec
tive Senator. 

He continues, even m the timing and man
ner of the .announcement of his retirement, 
to be honest and straightforward with the 
people of Florida. We must all regret the state 
of his health which caused him to decide 
against running for another term, but we 
must respect his decision and .admire him for 
saying, "I wouldn't want to give the people 
of Florida a damaged article for the next six 
years. I've seen some people--good friends of 
mine-stay here too long." 

Senator Holland's retirement, of course, 
is good news for the candidates for his seat-
announced and unannounced, Democrats and 
Republicans. 

Had he chosen to run, Sen. Hohla.nd, de
spite his age, would have been an odds-on 
favorite for re-election. Without him, the 
race is wide open. 

Republicans have at least two contenders 
for the party's nomination-U.S. Rep. Wil
liam C. Oramer and Lt. Governor Ray Os
borne, both from Pinellas County. Both of 
them would appear Ito be better known state
wide than any of the Democratic candidates, 
and Republicans feel that they "have the 
momentum" now because of the victory last 
year of Ed. Gurney in the contesrt; for Flor
ida's other Senate seat. 

On the Democratic side, State Senator 
Lawton Chiles of Lakeland, has been cam
paigning unofficially for months, saying that 
he would run if Holland didn't. Another 
state senator, Robert Haverfield of Miami, is 
already an official candidate. Fred Schultz of 
Jacksonville, Speaker df the State House of 
Representatives, is considered almost a cer
tain candidate. There may be others. 

So, the prospect is for a hotly-contested 
primary in each party and an equally inter
esting general election campaign. 

Every election involving Senator Holland 
was settled, for all practical purposes, in the 
Democratic primary. But Florida now is a 
two party state, and the name of Florida's 
next U.S. Senator will not be known ullltil 
after the election of November, 1970. 

Senator Holland's term is far from over. 
He has more than a year yet to serve. The peo
ple of Florida wish him well and can be as
sured that he will be working hard for them 
and for the nation every day that he is in 
Washington. 

[From the Miami (Fla.) News, Nov. 14, 1969] 
FuLL MEASURE OF SERVICE 

It was characteristic of Spessard Holland 
to step down from the U.S. Senate when he 
felt he could no longer render a full meas
ure of service. 

Sen. Holland has never given Florida or 
the nation anything less than his total 
energy since he entered politics as a county 
judge 47 years ago. 

Even at age 77, and with a Republi<:an 
wind blowing across the state, the Senate 
seat was almost certainly his for another 
term had he decided to run. 

A dedicated Democrat, his decision must 
have been doubly difficult because of his 
realization that his party will be hard pressed 
to elect a successor. 

His friends would agree, however, that 
after a life of service, he and his beloved 
Mary deserve sorne rest a.nd privacy. 

The Miami News has dltfered frequently 
with Sen. Holland's policies, but never with 
the man. He is an honest conservative, dedi
cated to his convictions, who provided the 
kind of reasonable balance a democracy 
demands. 
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Sen. Holland has served Florida excep

tionally well as county judge, state senator, 
governor, and U.S. Senator. The public will 
accept his decision to retire with regret. 

[From the Miami Beach (Fla.) Sun, 
Nov. 14, 1969] 

SENATOR SPESSARD HOLLAND 

Although this newspaper has not always 
agreed with the ideas and approaches of 
Sen. Spessard Holland, it is genuinely sad
dened by h1s planned departure from the po
litical scene of this State and of our nation. 

For, a difference of opLnion-if and when 
it is an honest one, as lt has been in our 
case--is what made this country great. And 
the courage and integrity of a man, even 
though he may not feel or think the same 
way you do, are the only qualifications that 
really count. 

Sen. Holland has served Florida well and 
he has served his country well. The candor 
with which he withdrew from the opportu
nity to win another term only underline h1s 
stature and h1s character. 

We hope when he departs from Capitol Hill 
the sun will continue to shine onto his path 
of retirement, lightening and brightening 
the years of leisure which he and Mrs. 
Holland deserve so well. 

[From the Fort Myers (Fla.) News-Press, 
Nov. 14, 1969] 

HOLLAND'S RETIREMENT A BLOW 

There is no Floridian in official life who 
has served this state and its people more 
diligently rand more effectively than Spessard 
L. Holland during a career in public office 
that spans half a century, the last quarter 
century of Which has been served in the 
United States Senate. He has richly earned 
the retirement at the end of next year which 
now, at a still vigorous 77 years of age, he 
has elected to take. When he goes home to 
Bartow to stay, universal good wishes and 
thanks of his fellow Floridians will accom
pany him. 

Holland's decision not to run for the fifth 
six-year term that he probably could have 
had appears to have been dictated less by 
considerations of his years than by the fact, 
unpublicized until his announcement, that 
he has suffered some angina attacks. Thus 
his decision must command public approba
tion. 

But it will be a blow to Florida. By virtue 
of his ability as well as his seniority, Holland 
was a powerful and respected figure in the 
Senate, and Florida benefitted from his in
fluence in many ways. He was the ranking 
majority member on the Senate Agriculture 
Committee and a member of the powerful 
Appropriations Committee as well as the 
Aeronautical and Space Committee. The 
Everglades National Park, which he spon
sored as governor and brought to achieve
ment as senator, is one monument to his pub
lic service. 

Holland's retirement also will be a blow 
to the Florida Democratic party. With such 
formidable contenders as Congressman Wil
liam C. Cramer and Lt. Gov. Ray C. Osborne 
in the field for the GOP senatorial nomina
tion, it is not only quiJte possible but quite 
likely that with Holland out, Florida next 
November will send a second Republican to 
Washington to sit beside Sen. Edward J. 
Gurney. 

In contrast to both Cramer and Osborne, 
the three Democratic candidates so far in 
the field are little known outside their own 
counties. House Speaker Frederick H. Shultz 
of Jacksonville has been in the Legislature 
only six years while the two state senators 
seeking Holland's mantle, Robert M. Haver
field of Miami and Lawton M. Chiles Jr. of 
Lakeland, have been in the Senate only four 
years, although Chiles did serve eight years 
previously in the House. Haverfield, inciden
tally, says 1n his official campaign biography 

that he spent his "formative years" in Fort 
Myers and graduated from high school here. 

By their campaigns and their activities in 
next spring's legislative session, the three 
Democratic candidates can build stateWide 
images, of course. But their identification 
with the Legislature could prove a political 
liability, too, which the Republican nominee, 
whether Cramer or Osborne, would escape. 

While Holland's retirement will deprive 
t he state of his serVices, it apparently will not 
remove his conservative philosophy of gov
ernment from the state's representation in 
Congress. For all of his would-be successors 
of both parties are busily proclaiming their 
own dedication to the principles for which 
Holland so long and so staunchly has stood. 

[From the Fort Lauderdale (Fla.) News, 
Nov.17, 1969] 

HOLLAND'S POLITICAL CAREER HAs HELD To 
PRINCIPLES, ATTAINED STATESMANSHIP 

Spessard L. Holland, Florida's senior 
United States Senator, has needed very little 
urging from his constituents to reflect ac
curately their interests and wishes. 

This has been because the silver-haired 
legislator h.a.s known his state and its people 
as few others have known them. 

Florida owes a great debt to .this dignified 
gentleman. He has dedicated five decades of 
his life to public service, starting out in 1920 
as County Judge of Polk County. 

Those five decades were political in nature 
but had a character of statesmanship. 

His "Washington Report" of 10 days ago 
was typical, He reported: "Last Monday 
night I listened attentively and sympatheti
cally to President Nixon's broadcast address 
on Vietnam. This certainly is the most seri
ous problem, short of recommending a dec
laration of war, with which any President 
could be confronted. I approve of the great 
candor with which he spoke and appreciated 
also his fortitude in suppor.ting a position 
unpopular in many quarters. In my opinion, 
his position is a soulid one, and I strongly 
support his attempt to achieve a responsi
ble withdrawal from South Vietnam and his 
insistence upon an honorable peace .... " 

As in so many instances, this highly-re
spected Democrat placed principle above par
tisanship. And this trait won for him the 
high regard of senators and politicians in 
both major parties. 

But, his 77 years have begun to weigh 
heavily on his shoulders. And he has decided 
his four full terins in the United States 
Senate will wind things up for him. In 1970 
he will not be a candidate for reelection. 

Replacing him will be almost impossible. 
His shoes are too big to fill readily, and his 
years 1n the Upper House have given him 
seniority and power which cannot be handed 
on to his successor. 

Florida will lose. The South and the eon
servative coalition will lose. 

Nevertheless, few will deny thM; at his age 
he is entitled to shed the load thM; has been 
his--most willingly to be sure. 

He will leave as an enduring monument 
his innumerable accomplishments and con
tributions to his state and nation. He will 
leave also a record of quality service, dedi
cation to duty and devotion to principles 
that, we hope, his successors will strive to 
duplicate. 

[FromJt;he St. Petersburg (Fla.) Times, 
Nov. 13, 1969] 

SENATOR HoLLAND'S DECLSXON 

Few men ever retire willl.ngly from the 
United States Senate. Sen. Spessard Holland's 
decision to do so after 23 years must have 
been a difficult one, but it is by the same 
token an expression of the responsibility he 
has always typi.fled dUl'lng a half-century of 
public service. 

No devious reasons need be soughrt behind 
his announcement yesterday that he will not 

seek reelection next year for a. fifth term. 
At 77, he has decided to step down, and to 
make his intentions known ee.rty to clear the 
way for other Democrats who may aspire to 
their party's nomination. 

We believe his decision was the rtght one. 
It signals the end of a. public career dating 
back to 1919, and including distinguished 
service as a state senator e.nd governor of 
Florida. 

In each office, he has brought to public 
service the cha.ra.cter of a. :true gentleman and 
an unassailable personal integrity. In recent 
years he has sometimes been out of tune 
with rapidly changing needs of the nation 
a.nd state, bUJt his votes have a.lwa.ys been 
tru.e to h1s own conscience. One m.igbrt ques
tion the correctness of a Holland position, 
but never the fact that it was arrived a.t 
with honesty rand courage. 

Many Florida Democrats have hoped tha.t 
he would be a. candidate, 1n the belief it 
was necessary to avoid a disruptive primary 
contest and assure the pa.rty its strongest 
candidate ag.a.1nst .a formidable Republican 
challenge in the general election next No
vember. 

But the party ca.n refresh itself and reinain 
strong only by developing new, young and 
vigorous candidates. That is the challenge 
it now faces. 

With the .field open, 1t must be hoped 
that a. number of e.ble younger men, with 
the capacity to provide the pa.rty leadership 
within the state tlmt should go with the 
office of U.S. senator, will now present them
selves for the Democratic nomf.niation. 

Florida voters deserve the opportunt.ty to 
make a choice among the best and most 
qus.li.fied candidates. 

[From the Lakeland (Fla.) Ledger, Nov. 17, 
1969] 

A LIFETIME 011' SERVICE 

"The Lord doesn't make many men like 
him." 

The words are those of a Polk County poUt
leal .figure of considerably less polltlcal 
stature than the man to whom he was re
ferring, United States Senator Spessard L. 
Holland. 

We agree with the observation. 
While this newspaper has not always agree<l 

with Senator Holland's stand on many is
sues, we respect him for the courage to stand 
by his convictions, and the Senator's an
nouncement that he will retire at the end 
of his present term in 1971 is a distinct loss 
to Florida and this nation. 

The seniority he has achieved through four 
terms in the Senate has meant much to his 
state, and to his party. Florida will not soon 
enjoy such distinction again. 

His has seen a lifetime of service, starting 
in 1921 when he was elected Polk County 
judge. Then it was the Florida Senate, then 
the goverillOr's chair during the critical years 
of World Warn. And finally, the u.s. Senate. 

His standard of conduct 1n all these years 
was impeccable, never tarnished. Indeed, news 
stories earlier this year indicated Holland 
was probably among the lowest-ranking 
members of the Senate in terms of net worth. 

But men like Senator Holland cannot be 
measured tn terms of material goods, but 
rather the intangibles of integrity and prin
ciple and service. 

Here, where it counts, he has no peer. 
Senator Holland was instrumental in win

ning adoption of two major pieces of legis
lation. He was the ehief sponsor of the 24th 
Amendment to the Constitution prohibiting 
the states from levying a poll tax to vote 
in federal elections. The Senator's battle on 
this was a long one and only his persiStence 
and patience brought ultimate victory. 

Holland also was the chief author of the 
Tidelands Act which settled the long
standing dispute over federal-state jurisd1c• 
tion in coastal waters. 
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Florida and especially Polk County should 

be proud of Senator Holland. It would seem 
fitting that the county's present-day leaders 
should begin now making plans to welcome 
the Senator and his gracious lady, Mary, 
back to that modest home on South Broad
way in Bartow when he completes his term, 
the good Lord wllling. 

With countywide, even statewide, partici
pation, it could be a real whlng-ding for 
Florida's most distinguished citizen. 

(From the Palm Beach (Fla.) Post, 
Nov. 13,1969] 

A GREAT HONOR TO REPRESENT STATE OF 
FLORIDA 

WASHINGTON .-Following is the text Of 
U.S. Sen. Spessard Holland's (D-Florida) an
nouncement yesterday that he was retiring 
following his present term as U.S. Senator 
from Florida. 

"I announced today the fact that I shall 
not seek reelection next year for a fifth full 
term in the U.S. Senate from Florida. The 
people of' Florida know that I am now over 
77 and wm be 78 and a half' at the end of 
my present term. This alone would not cause 
me to decline a bid for re-election, but I 
doubt if many know that since early 1961 I 
have had a mild case of angina. This heart 
condition has become more troublesome with 
passing time and in the last few months 
it has brought on more frequent and more 
severe instances. 

"Through the years the Capitol physician 
and his aSS'lstants and other Navy doctors 
at Bethesda have been watching this situa
tion as well as my general health. While 
otherwise my present health is good they 
join me in the oplnion that because of the 
progressive development of my angina prob
lems I am wise to conclude my Senate serv
ice with thiS' present term. By taking due 
care I have every expectation of' rendering 
continued vigorous service until the end of 
197'0 but I do not ~el that I should attempt 
to continue in the Senate for an additional 
six years or untll I am 84 and a half. 

"As a life long Democrat I plan to take 
no part in the Democratic primary except as 
a voter and to support the Democratic nomi
nee in the general election. 

"It has been a great honor to represent 
the state of Florida and its people as gov
ernor and later in the Senate and to serve 
the nation as a whole here since September, 
1946. I am deeply grateful to the people of 
Florida for giving me thiS' marvelous op
portunity. My wi:f'e Mary and our family all 
join in this expression of' gratitude. I am 
particularly appreciative of the many cour
tesies which you representatives of the press, 
radio and television have shown me for which 
I thank you warmly." 

[From the Miami (Fla.) Herald, Nov. 18, 
1969] 

POOR HEALTH To FORCE HOLLAND OUT OF 
SENATE 

(By Clarence Jones) 
WASHINGTON.--8en. Spessard L. Holland 

wm not run for reelection next year. 
Angina attacks, increasingly frequent and 

severe, forced his retirement decision, the 
77-year-old senator announced Wednesday. 

The announcement came in his dim, wrin
kled leather and memento-cluttered oftlce 
here. 

Holland came into the roomful of newsmen 
after lunch. His hair freshly cut, he went 
around the room shaking hands. He seemed 
in a. big hurry to get it said and done. 

Still, with his sense of timing, he made 
another, insignificant announcement first. 
He kept his eyes down, apparently enjoying 
the moment of absolute silence and atten
tion. 

"This second one is one of those announce
ments," he said, looking up finally and speak
ing quickly, "that's happy to some and un-

happy to others. I'm one of those that's 
rather unhappy." 

Then he read a prepared statement, keep
ing control of his voice all the way through. 
At the door and in the reception room out
side, the women in his staff were crying 
quietly. 

"I wouldn't want to give the people of 
Florida a damaged article for the next six 
years," he said, rocking back in his chair. 
"I've seen some people--good friends of 
mine--stay here too long. 

"They weren't reflecting complete credit 
on themselves or rendering the best service 
to their state. I've said many times that I 
didn't want that to happen to me. I cer
tainly expect to be vigorous here next year 
ln the Senate, and I can be more vigorous by 
confining myself to my duties here in Wash
ington. 

"I couldn't, in my condition, be down 
there in Florida campaigning half the time 
and up here half the time." 

Holland's angina attacks-and his deci
sion to leave the Senate after more than 40 
years in public office-were two of Washing
t on's best-kept secrets. 

Angina attacks result from fa.tty deposits 
in the arteries leading to the heart. Dis
comfort usually occurs when exercise, emo
tion or even a heavy meal causes the heart 
to speed up, forcing an increased amount of 
blood through the partly plugged arteries. 

He has suffered with angina since 1961, 
Holland disclosed. Two severe attacks in the 
last three weeks convinced him it was time 
to step down. He received medical treatment 
for the attacks ·but was not hospitalized. 

The word had not leaked past his doctor 
and the few people on his staff who were 
aware of the pains in his chest and down 
his left arm. 

The most severe, he said, came on Oct. 30, 
after he had made a. quick overnight trip 
to Panama City to speak to a Farm Bureau 
Federation meeting. 

Back in his office on the 3oth, he said he 
"had a rugged day all that day, and after 
I got home that evening, I had an even more 
rugged evening. 

"The doctors say it's a warning. They 
say I might live to be 100 and still have 
these things. But they said they would not 
seek reelection if they had to make the deci
sion for themselves." 

"He's the sort of man you can't slow 
down," Mrs. Ruth Fisher, Holland's personal 
secretary, said. "For a while I got him to take 
a nap every afternoon, but he wouldn't keep 
it up. He thinks he has to be busy all the 
time." 

Ironically, Holland came to the U.S. Senate 
in 1946 to take the seat of an elderly sena
tor who had chosen not to run for reelection 
because of ill health. 

Holland was elected to succeed Sen. 
Charles 0. Andrews, but came to the Senate 
three months early when Andrews died in 
office. Then-Gov. Millard Caldwell appointed 
Holland to fill out the remalning months of 
Andrews' term. Holland then began the term 
he was elected .to serve in January 1947. 

Holland is a. Florida native, the son of a. 
Civil War veteran. He grew up in Bartow, 
went to Emory University to be graduated 
magna cum laude, then came back to the 
University of Florida for a law degree. He 
was the university's first elected student 
body president. 

Before he could get to England to accept 
a Rhodes scholarship, World War I broke 
out. Holland transferred from the Artillery 
to the brand-new Army Air Corps in Prance. 

Flying in biplanes held together by canvas 
and wire, Holland was an aerial observer who 
destroyed one German plane and had hts 
own plane shot down by enemy fire. 

He came back to Bartow and was elected 
county judge in 1920. He left the bench 
after eight years to form a law firm that st111 
eXists as Holland and Knight 1n Bartow. 

In 1932, Holland was elected to the Florida. 
Senate, where he served until he was elected 
governor in 1940. He served as governor dur
ing the war years, at a. time when there was 
neither the money nor the material to leave 
landmarks of his adminlstra.tton. 

The tax structure was changed. A con
stitutional amendment forbidding income 
taxes was approved. Holland's own account 
of his administration stresses a balanced 
budget, more free textbooks and sounder 
school financing when he left the governor's 
mansion. 

He was the first governor of the state to 
become U.S. senator. He quickly established 
himself as a charter member of the con
servative Southern Democratic clique that 
ran the Senate and could effectively block 
any legislation they opposed 1n those days. 

It took him a long time to become ac
customed to integration. He helped filibuster 
Civil Rights bllls. Yet he was a leader in the 
move that eventually abolished poll taxes by 
constitutional amendment. 

He was courted and cultivated by Big Busi
ness, and he usually voted their way. But not 
because he was bought or kept. He wasn't. 

He is one of the few congressmen and sen
ators whose personal fortune has decreased 
as a result of his position in the Senate. 
Holland believes that what is good for Big 
Business is good for his constituents and his 
state. 

Since early this year, the pressure and 
interest had been building up whether Hol
land would seek reelection. He said he would 
not decide untll after he had undergone a 
thorough medical examination to determine 
whether a man of his age was stlll physically 
able to expect six more good years. 

Talking about it in recent months, he was 
the perfect sphinx. No matter how long he 
discussed the decision, or how the question 
was phrased, he never gave any indication 
of which way he would go. 

Probably because he, himself, didn't know 
for sure. 

His wife wanted him to quit. She is tired 
of living in an apartment here and wanted 
to spend the rest of their years together back 
in their Bartow home. 

Many Democrats became increasingly 
alarmed at the thought of his retiring. Dem
ocrats had lost the governorship in 1966, and 
a U.S. Senate seat in 1968, after bloody pri
mary battles. Holland, they felt, was the one 
man who could avert a repeat performance. 

An organized write-in campaign was 
started, urging Holland to run again. A few 
young, ambitious state legislators tried to 
cool the encouragement. They wanted a 
crack at the seat and knew they could never 
try unless Holland stepped down. 

The Democratic Party tried to organize a. 
testimonial dinner for Holland in Miami in 
mid-October. A great deal of pressure was 
applied to have him announce his plans at 
t he dinner. To put it off any longer gave 
Republicans an increasing edge. Holland was 
told, if he decided not to run. 

Although Republican Rep. Wllliam 
Cramer was already running for the seat, 
Holland stubbornly refused to be pushed. 

And the testimonial dinner was postponed 
until Nov. 29 at the Dupont Plaza in Miami. 

In the last week, The Herald learned, the 
pressure was applied once more, to try to 
get Holland to hold off until Nov. 29. If he 
announced before the fund-raising dinner, 
Democratic leaders argued, it might hurt 
ticket sales. 

Once again, Holland chose to go his own 
way. 

"As a lifelong Democrat," Holland said 
in his prepared statement, "I plan to take no 
part in the Democratic primary, except as a 
voter, and to support the Democratic nomi
nee in the general election. It has been a 
great honor to represent the ste,te o! l"lorlcla. 
and its people." 
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Holland said he did not really make up 
his mind until after the Oct. 30 angina 
attack. 

His family knew about it, and perhaps two 
members of his staff. The rest of the ofllce 
staff was called in late Wednesday morning 
to be told. 

Holland rtelephoned several members of 
the congressional delegation and some of 
his closest friends in Florida to tell them. 

"I never had any pre-election period," he 
said Wednesday, "with so many warm re
quests to run again. So many promises of 
support and contributions. Some polls have 
shown me to be way, way out in front of 
everybody, either Democrat or Republican. I 
didn't have the polls made, but other people 
did, and I saw them. So I wasn't afraid of 
losing." 

He was most wistful Wednesday when he 
talked about the current condition of the 
Democratic Party, both nationally and in 
Florida. Holland is one of those politicians 
of another era who regarded his party wfrth 
a great deal of reverence and absolute al
legiance. 

In recent years, that allegiance had become 
much more difll.cult for him, and sometimes 
impossible. 

"The Democratic leaders are now moving 
too far to the left," he said Wednesday. "The 
Democratic Party was always the umbrella 
party, with room for everyone. It was a rtruly 
national party. 

"I think the Republican Party has become 
the national party." Here, his voice was lower 
and sadder. "But it's suffering from the same 
ills and not finding a way to reconcile its 
liberals and its conservatives. 

"In Florida, in the last few elections, we've 
broken up like a bunch of blackbirds when 
the primary was over .and gone in every con
ceivable direction. Party unity? I know some
thing about that subject. 

"When I ran for governor, there were 11 
of us. And every one of those men-includ
ing my opponent in the second primary
has been my very close friend, always. 

"The m'Ost unexpected race I ever had was 
with Claude Pepper, in 1958. Now, we don't 
always agree in our political philosophy, but 
from the moment that race was over, we have 
been friends. He has helped me and I have 
helped him. We've got to have a feeling of 
cohesion and unity that's been largely absent 
in 1966 and 1968." 

Holland was asked what he plans to do in 
retirement. 

"rutirement?" he shot back. "I don't plan 
to retire. I'm going back to my law firm, 
where they tell me I'm needed as a consult
ant. I want to write two books. One about my 
experiences up here. And one about Mary 
(his wife) and me throughout the years. 

"We haven't seen nearly enough of our 15 
grandchildren. There are places we want to 
go, and things we want to do." 

[From the Lakeland (Fla.) Ledger, Nov. 17, 
1969] 

SEN. HOLLAND'S CAREER SPANS HALF A CENTURY 

(By Lonnie Brown) 
Cokes were selling for a nickel a bottle. 

The Whipple Music Company on East Main 
was having a sale on pianos. Moore's Style 
Shop was selling suits for $37. Nell Hart was 
starring in "Hell's Oasis" at the New Casino, 
which offered "big shows at little prices." 

The roaring 20s had started. On the No
vember ballot, a Democrat from Bartow was 
running unopposed for County Judge. Spes
sard L. Holland had begun a political career 
which would span half a century. Twenty
five of those years would be spent in the U.S. 
Senate. 

Also on the ballot, running for County 
Attorney, was another young Democrat from 
Lakeland. J. Hardin Peterson would go on 
to be subsequently elected to serve in the 
U.S. House of Representatives. 

Last Wednesday afternoon, sen. Holland, 
who can still shoot a turkey on a hunting 
trip, stepped out of politics. It was recent 
attacks Of angina that made the senator bow 
out. 

Holland served eight years in the Florida 
Senate before he ran for Governor in 1940. 
And just maybe he won in the May primary 
because of a black tie. 

On election day, Tom Session, a 70-year
old Negro handyman at an Emory University 
fraternity house sent Holland a telegram. 
Session said Holland should wear a ·black tie 
on election day, because it would bring him 
good luck. Holland did his undergraduate 
work at Emory. 

The senator didn't have a black tie, so he 
sent one of his campaign managers down 
to a local men's store to buy one. Holland ran 
top-man in the field of 11 contenders, and 
went on to win the governorship. 

Thomas W. Bryant, a Lakeland attorney 
who went to the University of Florida la.w 
school with Holland, urged Holland to run 
'for the Florida senate 1n 1929. John Swer
ingen, then the State senator for Polk 
County, was kUled in e.n auto accident be
tween here and Bartow. 

"I went to hls (Holland's) house with Sam 
Farabee, who then owned The Lakeland 
Ledger after Sweringen's funeral," Bryant 
said. "We urged him to run for the seat. He 
wanted to talk it over with Mary (his wife). 
The next day he got telephone calls from 
all over the county urging him to run." 

Bryant said he tried to get Holland to run 
for the U.S. Senate in 1940, but Holland 
wanted to run for governorship. 

"I told him, 'Spessard, that's going to be 
a hard race. You can win the Senate seat 
with no trouble.' Well, he said that's why 
he wanted the governorship. Because it will 
be a hard race and he thought he should 
know the state before he ran for the senate." 

Holland made Bryant his finance manager. 
"I guess I saw him the least of his intimate 
friends during his stay in Washington. I 
have had people call me up and tell me to 
call the senator and have him vote such
and-such a way, but I never did," Bryant 
said. "He knew his job, and he had his con
victions. 

"He was a Godsend to this state. He knew 
the state, and he fought for the agricultural 
and citrus growers," Bryant added. 

"Holland," Bryant said, "would stand up for 
what he thought was right. And he'd fight 
hard for it." Bryant pointed out that after 
the Tidelands Blll passed the Legislature, 
which gave Florida control of lands out to 
the 10-and-a-half-mile limit, Holland helped 
the Justice Department defend it. 

"I think he is one of the most honest, 
the ablest men that has served this state," 
Bryant said. 

Bryant was right about the Governor's 
race. Holland faced ten men in the May 
Democratic Primary, and winning the pri
mary in those days was just as good as win
ning the Governor's race. 

"We started our campaign in November 
of 1939," Bryant said. 

It was a whirlwind campaign during the 
closing weeks of the primary. Television 
hadn't come in to use, and a candidate 
couldn't cheerfully greet hundreds of thou
sands of voters while half-sitting, half
standing on a walnut desk with the Ameri
can and Florida fiag on either side of him. 

Those were the days that the successful 
candidate had fishfries-with-hushpuppy 
cookouts in Munn Park and met each voter 
handshake by handshake while a band played 
"Sweet Violets" from the white and green 
gazabo. 

During the :final week of the ca.mpaign in 
May of 1940, Holland spoke in all four cor
ners of the state. 

In 1945, Gov. Millard Caldwell appointed 
Holland to :fill the U.S. Senate seat held by 
the late Charles Andrews. Holland had 

turned down a career in major league base
ball to go into politics. At 54, he was just 
half-way through his political career. 

Holland defeated J. Harry Schad, his Re
publican opponent tor the u.s. senate in 
1946. 

In that same election, J. Hardin Peterson 
Sr. was elected to the U.S. House. 

Peterson said he and Holland have been 
friends for a lifetime, "and I have supported 
him and admired him throughout his po
litical career." 

The former city attorney remembers when 
he and Holland ran for county judge and 
county attorney. 

"We didn't do too well around Willow Oak. 
several years later, I saw Holland in Wash
ington when [ was elected to the House," he 
said. 

" 'Well, I carried Wlllow Oak this time,' I 
told him. And he said, 'I carried it while I 
was running for the State Senate, so I guess 
they wanted to get us as far away from there 
as they could,' " Peterson related. 

Holland's crowning legislative achievement 
was to get an amendment passed to elimi
nate a poll tax in Federal elections. He in
troduced the amendment into every session 
of Congress starting in 1949. 

Similar amendments had started in the 
House as early as 1942, but for seven years 
the amendment died in the Senate, three 
times as a result of Southern filibusters. 

In 1962, Holland got the amendment 
through, and it was later ratified by the 
states to become the 24th amendment to 
the U.S. Constitution. 

The Everglades National Park was estab
lished in 1947 on land which was largely 
deeded to the federal government by Florida, 
as a result of efforts from the ex-governor of 
the state, Spessard Holland. 

Holland was able to remove price ceilings 
on fresh fruit and vegetables in 1952 by add
ing an amendment to the Defense Produc
tion Amendments of 1952. 

In 1960, he offered an amendment barring 
the Secretary of Labor from regulating 
wages and conditions for native farm work
ers. The amendment was rejected. 

Holland ran unopposed for reelection to 
the Senate in 1952. In 1958, he defeated Le
land Hyzer, the Republican candidate, in his 
bid for a third term. 

And he defeated a new-comer to the po
litical arena in his fourth term bid, a Repub
llcan named Claude R. Kirk, Jr. 

Holland, the fifth oldest Senator in Con
gress, said he's going to write a book about 
his political experiences in Washington, and 
his life in Florida with his wife of 50 years, 
Mary. 

The ship is pulling into port, after leaving 
a lot of Republican and Democratic rafts 
overturned in its political wake. 

[From the Orlando (Fla.) Sentinel, Nov. 13, 
1969] 

HoLLAND HELPED STATB Gaow Dtntmo 
50-YEAR CAREER 

(By Earle Martin) 
The political career of native Floridian 

Spessard Lindsey Holland has spanned more 
than 50 years and ranged from Polk County 
prosecuting attorney to U.S. Senator. 

He was born July 10, 1892, in Bartow. m.s 
father, Benjamin Franklin Holland, was a 
Georgian and a Confederate veteran who 
came to Florida in 1881. His mother, Mrs. 
Virginia Spessard Holland, a Virginian, came 
to Florida 1n 1888. 

Ben. Holland graduated from Bartow pub
lic schools and finished at Summerlln Insti
tute, now Bartow High School, in 1909. 

He was graduated magna cum laude with a 
Ph. B degree from Emory University in 1912. 
He received his law degree ln 1916 from the 
University of Florida Law School, where he 
was a member of Phi Beta Kappa and Phl 
Kappa Phi, honorary scholastic fraternities; 
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Alpha. Tau Omega., social fraternity; and Phi 
Delta Phi, honorary legal fraternity. 

Holland won letters in track, football, 
basketball and baseball in college. While at 
the University of Florida he was offered a 
baseball contract by Connie Mack of the 
Philadelphia Athletics. 

He was the first president of the student 
body at the University of Florida. He also 
qua.lifl.ed for the Rhodes Scholarship ibut did 
not receive an appointment because of the 
outbreak of World War I. 

Holland taught .tn the public schools at 
Warrenton, Ga., from 1912 to 1914 and 
started hls law practice in Bartow following 
hls graduation from law school. 

He volunteered for military service shortly 
after the United States declared war in 1917 
and :later was commissioned a second lieu
tenant in the Coast Artillery. 

ln. France he was made 'brigade judge ad
vocate and assistant brigade adjutant. Later 
he received a requested transfer to the Air 
Service and saw action as an observer with 
the 24th Flying Squadron on the Meuse
Argonne, Champaign, St. Mlhlel and Lune
ville fronts. During this time he officially 
brought down one enemy plane and had his 
plane shot down by ground fire. 

He came ourt; of the wa.r a captain and was 
awarded the Distinguished Service Cross. 
After his return from France, he toured the 
country with an artillery train in beha.lf of 
the Victory Loan Drive. 

Holland Wla.s ma.rried in 1919 to Miss Mary 
Groover of Lakeland, a native of Fort White. 
They have four children: S. Lindsey Hol
land Jr., Mrs. Mary Groover Lewis, Wllliam 
Benjamin Holland and Mrs. Ivanhoe Eliza
beth King. 

Holland resigned his Army commission In 
July 1919 and resumed his law pra.otlce In 
Ban-tow. He was appointed immediately as 
prosecuting attorney for Polk County. In 
1920 he was elected Polk County judge and 
.served eight years before giving up the of
fice to resume private law practice. 

Holland was elected to the state senate 
in 1932 and served until 1940, when he was 
elected Florfida's 28th governor. 

Four constitutional amendments sponsored 
by him and adopted during his term were: 
The gasoline tax amendment, by which the 
county road bond struoture was strength
ened; the Intangible Tax Amendment, wh1ch 
lowered the intangible tax ceiling from 5 to 
2 mills; a provision allowing, in an emer
gency, for a shortened period for amend!ing 
the Constitution; and an amendment cre-
8/ting a non-political Fresh Water Flsh and 
Game Commission. 

Holland won the Demooratic Party nom
ination to the U.S. Sena.te May 7, 1946, de
feating three opponents in the first primary 
by more than 72,000 votes. 

He wa.s a.ppointed Sept. 25, 1946 by Gov. 
Millard Caldwell to succeed Sen. Charles 0. 
Andrews of Orlando, who was not a candi
date for reelection because of ill health. He 
started his first regular term Jan. 3, 1957 
and was reelected to six-year terms in 1952, 
1958 and 1964. 

Holland ranks fifth in seniority among 
Senate Democrats in the 90th Congress, 
seventh among Democrats on the Appropria
tions Committee and second among Demo
crats on the Agtriculture and Forestry Com
mittee. He was the first Florida member of 
the Appropriattions Committee in 40 years. 

From the beginnH.ng of his service in the 
U.S. Senate, his work there has included a 
leading role in securing authortzation and 
appropriations for the Central and Southern 
Florida. Flood Control project and for navi
gation projects throughout <the strute. 

He sponsored and managed on the Sen
ate floor passage of the Tidelands Act which 
restored to the coastal states ownership of 
submerged lands from the shore llne seaward 
to their historic boundaries. This Act re-

stored to Florida more than 4,000 square 
miles of offshore areas. 

Holland also had a prominent .part in 
adoption of the 24th Amendment, which 
banned the poll t ax in federal elect ions. 

He is credited with securing the appro
priation of $4 million to get work started 
on the Cross-Florida Barge Canal. 

His work in the Senate also included space, 
military matters, federal highways, airport s, 
federal buildings, p arks and forests and many 
other projects. 

In 1966, when Holland began his 21st year 
as a senator, party leaders Sen. Mike Mans
field, D-Mont., and the late Sen. Everett 
M. Dirksen, R-Ill. , joined other senators in 
an hour-long tribute to the Florida sen
ator. 

Holland's memberships include the Ki
wanis Club, Masonic Lodge, Shrine, Elks 
Lodge, American Legion, Veterans of For
eign Wars, and the Florida and t he Amer
ican Bar Association. 

[From the Tampa (Fla.) Tribune, Nov. 16, 
1969] 

HOLLAND ACHIEVED VOTE REFORMS 
(By John Steen) 

WASHINGTON.-When Sen. Spessard Hol
land, D-Fla., packs his suitcases a year from 
now and heads home to Bartow to conclude 
24 years in the U.S. Senate, his major 
achievements must include a recent change 
in the nation's constitution: 

"Amendment xxrv--section 1. The right 
of citizens of the United States to vote in any 
primary or other election for President or 
Vice President, or for Senator or Representa
tive in Congress, shall not be denied or 
abridged by the United States or any 
state by reason of failure to pay any 
pohl. tax or other tax. Section 2. The Congress 
shall have power to enforce this Article by 
appropriate legislation." 

But it wasn'.t this legislative success as 
chief sponsor of the Amendment which out
lawed poll taxes in 1964 that Holland men
tioned after his formal announcement he 
was retlring in 1970 after a half-century m 
the politic8ll. ring. 

Perhaps the impending fight on the Sen
ate floor shortly afterwards, which he won 
handily, kept in Holland's mind the Central 
and South Florida Flood-Control program as 
a high point in his Senate career. 

He also said he was "proud to have led the 
Southerners" in the filibuster earlier this 
year which ·thwarted liberal efforts to fur
ther weaken the Senate's Rule 22, or unlim
ited debate. But indirectly the 77-year-old 
Holland, whose retirement Is being com
pelled by a. heart condition, had vote reform 
in mind when he added that he has "one 
more thing," in which he'd like to partici
pate in his final year in office. 

He hopes Congress will enact changes in 
the electoral college to avoid future possi
b111ties that a Presidential election could be 
thrown into the House of Representatives, as 
was feared last year because of third-party 
candidate George Wallace. 

"I'd like to have a part in that," he com
mented, with "proportional weighing" of 
the electoral votes among the states. Hol
land opposes direct election. 

"Ending the Vietnam war and other issues 
may be worthwhile to the nation," Holland 
continued, "but electoral reform" of a pro
portional type "is needed more for stable 
government than any other thing." 

It was with this same concern that Hol
land said in 1962, when the poll-tax amend
ment to the Constitution was being debated: 
"I'm as much of a. Southerner as anyone, but 
this is a moderate proposal. It seems to me 
the South can help its own cause by taking 
an affirmative position on this." 

While he leaves these legislative legacies 
to the nation, the tall and courtly Holland 

will create a. void of a different nature that 
any successor will find tough to fill. He epit
omizes what a U.S. Senator should be, a per
son of honor and unquestioned integrity 
whose support cannot be bought and who 
tries to clearly represent hls constituents. 

Holland's low-pitched approach to prob
lems also had a tendency to lull opponents 
into complacency, as he did with Sen. Gay
lord Nelson, D-Wls., earlier this year during 
hearings about funds for the Central and 
South Florida Flood Control District. Nelson 
wanted funds cut off as a. threat that could 
destroy Everglades National Park. 

But Holland, acting chairman of the Ap
propriations subcommittee conducting the 
hea.rings, virtually smothered Nelson with 
kindliness and had the Wisconsin Senator 
agreeing with him before it was over. Nelson 
'recovered enough this week to offer an 
amendment to freeze the same funds. But 
Holland, who Nelson acknowledged as the 
"father of Everglades National Park," fought 
back and won a showdown vote, 55-33. 

His courte;sy towards Nelson in the floor 
fight was the same as he exhibited in hls of
fice lrast January, when rumors flew that the 
DiXie Democrats' leader, Georgia's Richard 
Russell, was stepping aside in the filibuster
rule fight and Holland might take over. 

When queried a.bout the rumors, Holland 
didn't hedge. Turning aside from hls ques
tioner, he telephoned Russell to decide when 
the change in Southern leadership could be 
announced. 

"Dick, thls is Spessard," the conversation 
began. "When do you think we want to get 
the boys together to decide who should take 
over for you on Rule 22?" Holland refused to 
accept the role, without full approval of his 
Southern colleagues, although everyone 
agreed the Floridian was second in command 
to Russell. 

"11 A.M. tomorrow?" continued Holland 
to Russell's proposed time. "That's fine, but 
I don't think we should say anything until 
everyone has had his say," ended Holland. 
With that, he turned t() rthe questioner and 
invoked a promise of silence until the South
ern caucus had broken up. 

A simple nod was enough for Holland, who 
honored his own commitments and expected 
others to do ifihe same. 

(From the Lake Wales (Fla.) Highlander, 
Nov. 13, 1969] 

HOLLAND'S RETmEMENT A SERIOUS LOSS FOR 
FLORIDA 

As predicted on this page several weeks 
.ago, U.S. Sen. Spessard Holland hras 
rannounced that he will retire from publlc 
life at the end of his current term. 

We feel a personal loss in Senator Hol
land's retirement, but the full impact of his 
decision will not be felt by rthe state as a 
whole until his success()r takes office, who
ever that may be. 

Because of the Senate's seniority system 
which governs committee assignments, Sen
a tor Holland is Ia high ranking member of 
the Appropriations Committee, a post which 
has helped Holland enhance Florida's econ
omy time and again when budget cutbacks 
affecting m11itary expenditures, coastal and 
htarbor improvements, etc., were achieved 
without undermining Florida's stake in the 
over-all budget picture. 

Sena. tor Holland is also the second highest 
ranking member of the Agriculture and For
estry Committee which has enabled him to 
obtain for Florida a wealth of research grants 
and extension assistance in the segments of 
Florida's economy. 

In addition to 24 years of <llstlngulshed 
service in the Senate, Florida's elder states
man also compiled an enviable record as 
governor of the state during some of our 
most difficult years-The World War II era.. 
With ·all puolic energies (Urectoo ta.t wtu-
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rung the war, the governor was left with 
shrink.ing funds, large public debts and the 
extra demands placed on the state by the 
many military training bases that dotted the 
peninsula. 

Holland responded with an effort which 
produced progress in road-building, educa
tion 18.Ild reform of tax laws despite the re
strictions imposed by the war. 

His years of diligent work in the Stalte 
Legislature representing Polk County had 
prepared him well for the chief executive po
sition and his role in the national legislative 
process. 

Of Senator Spessard Holland, we say that 
Florida will keenly feel the loss of his serv
ices and influence, but 1at the same time, we 
can understand his desire to return to Polk 
County and take better care of his health 
than the rigors of his office and the weather 
in the nation's capital will allow. 

Welcome hamel 

[From the Palm Beach {Fla.) Post, 
Nov. 13, 1969] 

SPESSARD HOLLAND: A QuiET MAN 
IN POLITICS 

(By Elvis Lane) 
Maybe Spessard L. (Lindsey) Holland, when 

he retires from the U.S. Senate in January 
1971, will devote more time to bird watching. 

In recent years, the white-haired, bespec
tacled Holland, who will be 78 when he bows 
011t of the U.S. Senate after a quarter of a 
century there, and his wife, Mary, have en
joyed roaming the Virginia countryside near 
Washington, D.C., to study birds. 

Around Bartow, both Holland's birthplace 
and still his home, there are just as many if 
not more varieties of birds than there are 
around the nation's capital. 

The venerable legislator said yesterday in 
Washington that when he returns home to 
which he describes as "Imperial Polk Coun
ty," he will rejoin his law firm there, write 
and do some traveling. 

Holland, in his college days at what is now 
Emory Un1versity in Atlanta, was an out
s t anding athlete, earning letters in football, 
baseball, basketball and track. 

He was so good in baseball that in 1916 the 
late Connie Mack offered him a contract with 
the Philadelphia Athletics. Holland, quite re
luctantly, turned it down. 

He was also a conspicious student, a Phi 
Beta Kappa, and this, since he was a proven 
athlete, qualified him for a Rhodes Scholar
ship at Oxford University in England. 

But World War I started and Holland, who 
was now a University of Florida Law School 
graduate, entered the U.S. Army as a second 
lieutenant. 

In: France, Holland managed to be trans
ferred from the Coast Art1llery to the then 
fledging U.S. Army Air Corps. He shot down 
one hostile plane and in tum was shot down 
by an enemy aircraft. 

At the end of World War I Holland re
sumed his law practice in Bartow. But only 
for a few, brief months. 

He was then appointed prosecuting attor
ney for Polk County and a year later, in 1920, 
he was elected county judge. 

And ever since, with the exception of a 
four-year period between 1928 and 1932, he 
has held public omce. 

He was a county judge for eight years, a 
state senator for eight years, Florida governor 
during the World War IT years (1941-45) and 
he was appointed to the U.S. Senate in 1946 
by Gov. Millard Caldwell to fill the vacancy 
caused by the death o! Charles 0. Andrews. 

Since then, Holland has been elected four 
times to six-year terms in the U.S. SenBite. 

Lyndon B. Johnson, while president, called 
Holland "one o! the six most powerful sen-
8/tors in the U.S." 

Holland is a member of three influential 
Senate collUllittees--Approprtatlons, Aero-

nautical and Space Sciences, and Agricul
ture and Forestry. 

Always, Holland has been a quiet worker 
and he is credited wi.th being his most effec
tive at behind-lfihe-scenes collUllittee meet
ings. He has portrayed dignity rather than 
the flamboyancy displayed by George Smath
ers when he was Florida's junior U.S. 
senator. 

Some observers say this is partially the 
reason why Holland decided not to seek re
election. 

His orderly but almost noiseless service in 
the U.S. Senate, they continue, has resulted 
in Holland being an almost unknown per
sonality to .thousands of new residents and 
to the youthful generation in Florida. 

And since he is aging ~and has a hea.rrt con
dition, they continue, Holland la~ks the 
energy for a vigorous, town after town, hand
shaking campaign to make himself well 
known to the vast thousands of new voters 
in the st81te. 

There are other political pundits, however, 
who insist 'lfu.alt Holland would have easily 
been re-elected simply because he is known 
far and wide as one of the most conservative 
of the U.S. senators. 

Of his numerous actions in the U.S. Sen
ate, Holland is probably best remembered for 
these: 

-Hls leadership in passage of the Tide
lands Act in 1953, which restored to individ
ual sta.tes their property rights in the sub
merged coastal belts beside the Atlantic, 
Paciflc and Gulf of Mexico. This added mil
lions to some state t reasuries when they 
taxed oil companies for their offshore drlll
ing operations. 

-The amendment which Holland first in
troduced in 1949 and which was finally passed 
in 1962 by both Houses of Congress •to abolish 
the poll tax. 

The creation of the Central and Southern 
Florida Flood Control District and Everglades 
National Park. 

Holland always obtained federal appropri
ations for harbors at Miami, Canaveral, Port 
Everglades, Port of Palm Beach, Pensacola, 
Tampa and Jacksonville. He also saw that 
there were federal funds available for the 
East and West Coast Intracoastal Water
ways. 

He has taken credit for rescuing the Cross
Florida Barge Canal project when it had 
been scuttled by the House Appropriations 
Committee in 1963. 

The canal, now about one fourth finished 
and which to date has cost $40 million, has 
been challenged in federal court by conserva
tionists. They want the canal's construction 
halted because they charge it "is destroying 
the environment." 

Holland was also the first U.S. senator 
from the South to favor statehood for 
Hawali. 

While governor of Florida, Holland lists the 
following as the greatest accomplishments 
during his administration: 

Lowering the intangible tax from :five to 
two mills. 

Strengthening the county road bond struc
ture so millions of dollars have been saved 
in interest payments. 

Increasing state assistance to the needy 
and the blind. 

Adopting a retirement plan for public 
school teachers. 

Doubling the appropriations for free text 
books in the public schools. 

His mother's malden family name is Spes
sard, Holland frequently e~la1ns, and then 
he proudly adds that she came from Vir
ginia. 

His father, Benjamin Franklin Holland, he 
continues, was a native of Georgia and he 
served in the Confederate Army. 

Sen. Holland and his wife have two sons, 
two daughters and 13 grandchildren. 

[From the Bradenton (Fla.) Herald, 
Nov. 17, 1969] 

A LOSS FOR THE STATE, NATION 

Decision of Senator Spessard Holland to 
retire from the Senate at the end of his 
term next year throws the race open. Unfor
tunately it may also throw the state to the 
wolves. For one thing is certain in the Hol
land decision-it'll be a long time before 
his equal serves this state again. 

This newspaper has shared the hope of 
many that Senator Holland would decide to 
run again. It has shared also the faith that 
only if he were convinced that his health 
would permit another six years would he 
do so. We feel now that Senator Holland's 
decision was made as his major ones always 
have been made--after thorough study, care
ful consideration, and sincere conviction as 
to what is best for his state. 

Few men in the history of Florida have 
records of public service as long or as dis
tinguished as Spessard Holland's. And few 
will match it in the future, for the life expec
tancy of hones and competent public serv
ants in this politically hectic state is de
creasing steadily. 

This is not to say that Floridians are 
incapable of selecting a competent and quali
fied successor to Senator Holland. Prior to 
his announcement no hats had been tossed 
into the ring which were apt to set the blood 
racing and the hopes soaring. But now that 
Senator Holland is out of the running there 
may be an improvement in the offerings. 

Stlll, the state will have lost its Senate 
seniority and the services of a distinguished 
and able senator. However good the replace
ment, he will be a long time becoming as 
effective. 

Senator Holland merits no criticism for 
this loss, however. He has served the state 
well and far longer than the public had a 
right to insist. He deserves a long and peace
ful retirement. He deserves also the lasting 
gratitude of Floridians, and Americans in 
general. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I am deep
ly grateful to the Senator for yielding. 

As I view the closing days of the 91st 
Congress, I have two great regrets in 
respect to the approaching retirement 
from the Senate of our great friend, 
SPESSARD L. HOLLAND. 

One of these regrets is personal in na
ture. I have had the rare privilege of sit
ting just behind SPESSARD in the Senate 
Chamber for a number of years. I have 
depended upon him more than upon any 
other Member of the Senate for advice 
in respect to legislation as it came be
fore the Senate for enactment or amend
ment or rejection. 

I regret that SPESSARD is going to retire 
at the end of this session because I will 
have to find another counselor. I know 
of no one who can counsel me with the 
wisdom with which SPESSARD has coun
seled me. So I am going to have to do a 
lot more hard work myself in arriving 
at conclusions. I have such great confi
dence in SPESSARD'S judgment that I 
never hesitated to accept his advice in 
respect to any legislative proposal on a 
matter which I had not had .the oppor
tunity to make sufficient study to satisfy 
my mind as to what course of action we 
should take on that proposal. 

My other great regret is on behalf of 
my country. I frankly regret SPESSARD 
HoLLAND's retirement from the Senate 
because--despite the fact that there are 
many able men in this body and there 
have always been very many able men 
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in this body, and I pray God that there 
will always be many able men m this 
body-! do not think any person has 
answered more fully the description of a 
good public servant than SPESSARD. 

I can say of him that he has done well 
and been faithful in every obligation life 
has imposed upon him. Moreover, he has 
distiguished himself in war as well as in 
peace. 

He was awarded the Distinguished 
Service Cross in the First World War for 
extraordinary heroism in ,action. Those 
words ''extraordina.ry heroism'' have 
Characterized SPESSARD HOLLAND in all Of 
his public services as prosecuting attor
ney, county judge, State senator, Gov
ernor of his great State, and a Member 
of the U.S. Senate for a long term of 
years. He has exemplified what a public 
servant should be, one of whom we can 
say, "Well done, thou good and faithful 
servant." 

I happen to believe that experience is 
the best teacher of all things. I do not 
think anyone ever brought to the Senate 
a finer background of experience to 
qualify him as a Member of the Senate 
than SPESSARD HOLLAND. Not only did 
he 'bring that experience, but he brought 
great strength and learning in law and 
in history and in economics and in all 
other fields in which the Congress of the 
United States has to work. 

He has a strong mind. Indeed, he has a 
powerful intellect. He also has the great 
characteristic of intellectual integrity, as 
much so as I have ever known any man 
to possess. 

Furthermore, as he exhibited in the 
First World War, he not only has physi
cal courage, but he also has an extraor
dinary amount of moral and political 
courage. 

Of him it can be truly said that he 
never sold the truth to serve the hour. 

There was another man who bore the 
surname of Holland, Gilbert Holland, 
who wrote a poem which I myself call 
"America's Prayer" though that is not 
the name which the poet assigns to it. 
The poet named it "Wanted." 

As I recall, the poem is as follows: 
God, give us men. A time like this de

mands 
Strong minds, great hearts, ltrue faith, and 

ready hands; 
Men whom the lust of omce does not kil'l; 
Men whom the spoils of omce cannot buy; 
Men who possess opinions and a w111; 
Men who have honor; men who will not lie; 
Men who oa.n stand before a demogag 
And damn hiS treacherous fia.tterles without 

Winking. 
Tall men, sun-crowned, who live above the 

fog 
In public duty and in private thinking. 

SPESSARD HOLLAND is a perfect answer 
to the prayer embodied in the poem 
which I call America's prayer. 

My good wife, Margaret, and I have 
been privileged to know SPESSARD and 
Mary Holland for almost 17 years. We 
have fonned for them .a deep attach
ment. 

As they return to Florida to enjoy a. 
well-merited retirement, our love goes 
with them and we wish for them nothing 
but joy in the days that Ue ahead. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the distinguished Senator from Florida 
yield? 

Mr. GURNEY. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

join my colleagues in the Senate today 
who are expressing their deep regret at 
the voluntary retirement of one of the 
most respected Members of this body. 

Senator HoLLAND has served his State 
and his Nation well. He has served as a 
soldier and, as the distinguished Sena
tor from North Carolina has pointed out, 
he was decorated for extraordinary 
bravery. He has served in the judicial 
branch of his State. He has also served 
as a State senator as well as Governor 
and, for lo these many years, as a Sena
tor from the State of Florida. 

SPESSARD is a man of high moral pri.ll
ciples and deep convictions. That is well 
known. It is well known also that he is 
most determined in what he sets out 
to achieve. He is determined, yet always 
willing to listen to the other man's point 
of view. No one could ask for more, be
cause there are always at least two sides 
to every question. 

I have come to admire SPESSARD HOL
LAND and to have great personal affec
tion for him because toward me he has 
always been most considerate and cour
teous; and as he has been toward me, 
so he has been toward all his fellow 
Senators. 

It is with a feeling of deep personal 
sorrow that I note the departure of this 
great Senator from this Chamber to re
turn home to his great State of Florida. 
But with this sorrow there is a sense of 
gratification; gratification for the out
standing manner with which this man 
has served his Nation and his State. 

I could not let this occasion pass with
out expressing also my affection and ad
miration for his devoted wife Mary. To
gether, the HOLLANDS of Florida have 
provided an example which the country 
as a whole could follow. They make an 
excellent team. 

So, when SPESSARD HOLLAND leaves, 
Mary Holland leaves as well. It is a pass
ing from one scene to another. 

We wish them both well. We hope they 
will find time on occasion to come back 
to Washington to give us the benefit of 
their advice and their counsel, because 
it will always be appreciated, it will al
ways be needed, it will always be valued. 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I yield 
to the distinguished senior Senator from 
Nevada. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator from Nevada is rec
ognized. 

Mr. BmLE. Mr. President, I thank the 
Senator. 

r:t is entirely appropriate that this 
morning we pause with mingled emotions 
to pay our tributes to a man who for 
a quarter of a century provided legisla
tive leadership in the Senate of the 
United States. 

SPESSARD HOLLAND, the senior Senator 
from Florida, has earned the respect and 
•admiration of eJl of us, regardless of 
political persuasion. He has given gen
erously of h1s time, great energy, and 

considerable talent to build a record of 
d.istinguished. achievement. Many of our 
most important laws bear the imprint 
of his keen mind. 

Equally important, we have relied upon 
him for his outstanding judgment and 
wisdom. We know him as a clear, ana
lytical thinker with the ability to shape 
objective conclusions. Certainly all of us 
have benefited from his counsel, and not 
once but many times. 

Senator HoLLAND's entire life has been 
a series of chapters of excellence. As an 
educator, as a decomted. combat soldier, 
as a practicing attorney, as a member 
of the judiciary, as a State legislator, as 
Governor of the State of Florida, and as 
a U.S. Senator he has served the citizens 
of his StaJte and Nation with honor and 
distinction. 

I know of his great love for a greast na
tional park in his State, the Everglades. 
In my judgment, he is properly the father 
of the Everglades. To show his persist
ence and his belief in preservation I can 
aJttest firsthand to the many, many times 
he has pressed me on, and on, and on, to 
do more, and more, and more to help 
to preserve and make the Everglades 
the great place it is today. That is but 
one example of the many things he has 
accomplished. I remember him very viv
idly for that because his persuasion has 
been overwhelming. 

He has been a great Sena.Wr. He will 
always truly be a great American. I count 
myself fortunate to have been his con
temporary. I hope our warm friendship 
will endure throughout our remaining 
years here on earth. To his life partner, 
Mary, and our good friend Senator HoL
LAND, our best wishes, whether here in 
the Nation's Capital or in the State of 
Florida. 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I yield 
to the distinguished Senator from North 
Carolina. 

Mr. JORDAN of North Carolina. Mr. 
President, this is a happy occasion and 
at the same time a sad occasion. I rise 
on an occasion like this not to say good
bye but to say so long for a short period 
of time because I expect to see my good 
friend and his wife Mary often. I know 
they will not stay away from here long 
and that they will be coming back to 
give us the pleasure of seeing them. 

Mr. President, I wish to associate my
self with the remarks of distinguished 
Senators who have said so many nice 
things about our good friend, SPESSARD 
HoLLAND, particularly the remarks of my 
colleague from North Carolina, Senator 
ERVIN. 

I have known SPESSARD HOLLAND a 
long time before I had the pleasure and 
the privilege of serving in this body. 
Long before I came to the Senate I was 
chairman of the Democratic Party in 
North Carolina. At my invitation he 
came to Raleigh, N.C., to deliver the Jef
ferson-Jackson day address, which was 
one of the first opportunities I had of 
really knowing him. 

SPESSARD HOLLAND W8S a great per
sonal friend of Willis Smith, who served 
in the Senate until his passing, and his 
wife Dolly, who is still living, and who 



42688 _CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE December 19, 1970 

1s a great friend of the Hollands. I had 
the pleasure of knowing SPESSARD HoL
LAND long before I came to the Senate. 
This gave me the added opportunity 
when I came here to have a friend whose 
help I could seek because I did respect 
his knowledge and understanding of 
things I did not know at that time, and 
I have continued to turn to him for 
answers to questions on matters which 
have come before his committees on 
which I did not serve, because his an
swers would be the very best that he 
could give me and I knew I could trust 
him all the way. 

We are going to miss SPESSARD HoL
LAND. All of us will miss him. Last night 
I had the pleasure of riding hime with 
him. He lives close to my residence. 
Quite often I have that privilege, which 
gives me time away from the bustle of 
this Chamber just to visit with him. I 
have enjoyed the many occasions when 
we were together, especially in connec
tion with legislative affairs. 

Mr. President, I say to SPESSARD and 
his charming wife, Mary, who is in the 
gallery now, that our hearts go with 
them. He has earned retirement, every 
minute of it. We wish him a long life in 
his native State. I hope they will both 
come back to visit us here because they 
will always receive a warm weicome. 

I thank the Senator. 
Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I yield 

to the distinguished senior Senator from 
Rhode Island. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I could 
not write what I have to say about my 
seatmate and colleague, this giant of the 
U.S. Senate, SPESSARD HOLLAND, for What 
I have to say comes from the spontaneity 
of the heart and not from the meditaJted 
word. 

If anyone should ask me what it 
takes to make the whole man, I would 
readily say without hesitating, "Look at 
SPESSARD HOLLAND." He is a gentleman 
in all seasons, regardless of what the 
tensions might be, or what the disputes 
might be, a man who never loses his pos
ture or composure. He may disagree with 
you, but he is never disagreeable. He has 
been an inspiration to this institution. 
To me he has been "Mr. U.S. Senator." 

I have sat alongside him for many 
years. I have received his very sagacious 
counsel and his advice. I have served 
with him on the Committee on Appro
priations. He will fight, he will contest, 
but he always has that innate ability of 
practicality, and that is to know when 
to compromise, to know when to say yes, 
and when to say no. I have never known 
him once to relinquish or retreat from his 
convictions; but that does not mean he 
has not been an understanding man. I 
think he understands better than most of 
us who comprise this august body would 
ever understand. 

One of the great satisfactions I have 
had as I have sat alongside him has 
been to look to that gallery from time to 
time and see his Mary watching him to 
see that he did not exert himself too 
much, and always with a very gracious 
and pleasing smile, as any adoring 
woman would have for a husband she 
loves. 

To me SPESSARD HOLLAND is a great 
American, a great scholar, graduating 
from his alma mater with magna cum 
laude distinction, a great soldier in the 
U.S. Armed Forces during the war, a 
great Governor for his State of Florida, 
and an exemplary and excellent Senator 
in the years he has served in this great 
body. 

Naturally we hate to see him go but 
sometimes in the lives of all of us we 
have to make these decisions and, frank
ly, I am happy to see that he made it 
when he did because he still has the 
vigor and the energy, and I think he has 
earned the right to relax together with 
his loving wife •and enjoy all the rest of 
the days that lie ahead with great satis
faction and pleasure. 

Mr. President, I wish to say in this 
blessed and holy season may the Lord 
crown him and all of his with many 
years of happiness in good health, and 
whatever his goal may be may he always 
reach it and especially may be remem
ber that he has behind him the affec
tion, the gratitude, and the best wishes 
of all his friends, including JoHN 
PASTORE. 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I yield 
now to the distinguished Senator from 
Vermont (Mr. AIKEN). 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, it seems al
most superfluous for me to participate 
in this hour of tributes to the Senator 
from Florida, because I cannot think of 
anything to say now that I have not said 
so many times before, both prlvately and 
publicly. 

In the first years that SPESSARD HOL
LAND was a Member of this body, I sort 
of regarded him as a super.b represent
ative for his State of Florida, both as a 
Governor and as a Senator. But as time 
went on, I began to realize that he was 
not only a Representative of Florida, but 
also a stalwart Representative of the 
United States; and he has been par
ticularly effective in guarding the demo
cratic 'principles of all the people of this 
country, including, of course, the people 
of Florida. 

That has been particularly noticeable 
in his work as a member of the Ap
propriations Committee and the Com
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry, and 
I have served With him on that com
mittee, ever since he has been here. 

As far as I am concerned, I would like 
him to remain as a Member of the Sen
ate for the next 100 years. He seems to 
think that is a little unreasonable, how
ever, and, unfortunately for us, he is 
voluntarily retiring-! will not be con
siderate enough to grant him retirement. 
I certainly do not want him to retire, 
but, as I said about the Senator from 
Delaware (Mr. WILLIAMS) yesterday, he 
is bound to be a leader not only of the 
citizens Qf his state, and from all over 
this Nation they are going to look to 
him for advice and leadership. I do want 
him to come back very frequently to give 
us the benefit of his views, and perhaps 
some of the Members of this body will 
listen to more closely if he comes back 
as the head of a host of privite citizens 
than they did when he was a Senator. 
I certainly hope they will do that. 

But I want him to come back on con
dition that when he does, I want him to 
bring his wife Mary with him. 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I yield 
now to the distinguished Senator from 
Georgia (Mr. TALMADGE.) 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I am 
proud indeed to join my colleagues in the 
Senate in paying tribute to my good 
friend SPESSARD HOLLAND, the distin
guished Senator from Florida, on the 
eve of his retirement. 

It has been my pleasure to know and 
work with Senator HoLLAND for some 30 
years. Our association goes back to the 
time when he was Governor of Florida. 
He became Florida's chief executive after 
a distinguished career in the State 
senate. 

We almost claim SPESSARD HOLLAND as 
a Georgian. His father was born in Car
roll County, Ga., and Senator HoLLAND 
graduated magna cum laude from Emory 
College at Oxford, Ga. He presently serves 
as a trustee of Emory University in At
lanta. His first position after graduation 
from college was in Warrenton, Ga., as 
a school teacher. So SPESSARD HOLLAND'S 
roots go deep in Georgia, and I am proud 
to count him as one of my warmest long
time friends. 

It has been my privilege to serve on the 
Senate Committee on Agriculture and 
Forestry with Senator HOLLAND for 14 
years. He is one of the ablest Senators 
I have ever known and one of the hardest 
working. He is on the floor of the Senate 
more than any other Member, except the 
leadership. 

Senator HoLLAND has tirelessly dedi
cated himself to service to his Nation and 
the State of Florida. He has distin
guished himself in the Senate as a man 
of great courage and conviction on all 
legislative issues. His devotion to duty 
in the Senate over the years has char
acterized him as a champion of the 
strength, security, and well-being of the 
United States and all its citizens. We all 
congratulate him for a job done exceed
ingly well. 

Senator HoLLAND has been a source of 
inspiration and leadership to us all. I 
for one--and I know every Member of 
the Senate will dearly miss him when 
he leaves us. 

As he retires to go back :to his beautiful 
and lovely State of Florida, we wish for 
him and his lovely and charming wife 
Mary future good health, happiness, and 
prosperity. I hope his taking leave of 
the Senate will not be permanent, but 
that he will return frequently to Wash
ington and give us the benefit of his wise 
coWl:Sel and advice. 

Mr. President, it is a matter of deep 
regret to my distinguished colleague, the 
senior Senator from Georgia <Mr. 
RUSSELL), that his hospitalization pre
ven~ h1m from being here to join in these 
tributes. He h3s provided me with a 
statement for insertion in the REcoRD. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that his remarks be included in the 
REcoRD as though delivered, and that 
they also be included in the separate 
document to be printed at a later date. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
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Mr. RUSSELL. Mr. President, it is a 
distinct pleasure for me to join the en
comiums expressing respect and affec
tion for oux beloved oolleague, the senior 
Senator from Florida. 

Even if I dealt with this subject at fili
buster length, which would be easy 
enough to do in view of his long and 
distinguished record of public service, 
I do not believe I could adequately ex
press my admiration for SPESSARD 
HOLLAND. 

Mr. President, there are many reasons 
I regret that he will be leaving this body 
at the conclusion of this session and not 
the least of them is the realization that 
his wisdom, diligence, and profound 
knowledge of agriculture will no longer 
be applied in the management of the 
agriculture appropriations bill. 

Senator HoLLAND comes from a farm
ing family and is basically a man of the 
soil. As a result of this background, he 
has acquired a natural interest in farm
ing and farm problems. 

Daniel Webster said that the cultiva
tion of the earth is the most important 
labor of man and there is no segment 
of our economy that is more vital to the 
welfare of our Nation than the agricul
tural community. The Nation has incal
culably benefited •because SPESSARD HoL
LAND, with his amazing capacity for work 
and outstanding ability has been con
cerned with farm problems. 

He and I have shared a common in
terest in this subject through the years 
and were it not for the fact that someone 
of his ability and interest was in line to 
assume the chairmanship of the Agricul
ture Appropriations Subcommittee, I 
daresay I would have been far more re
luctant to relinquish it for Defense Ap
propriations several years ago. 

If his service were measured only in 
terms of his contributions to agriculture, 
he would be considered one of the great 
Senators of the past three decades. As 
important as this subject is, his service, 
however, should be considered in far 
broader terms. 

As an outstanding attorney and jurist, 
he has a depth of understanding of con
stitutional government and has been a 
fierce defender of our basic system 
against the assaults of those who would 
capriciously change it. He likewise un
derstands the unique role of this body in 
our form of government and has been a 
guardian of its position and power. 

He has never failed to fight for the 
things in which he believes and never at 
any time has this man departed from 
his honest opinions under pressure from 
any source. 

He brought to the floor of the U.S. Sen
ate the strength of character and cour
age which won for him the Distinguished 
Service Cross in France during World 
War I. ·He received this award from 
"Black Jack" Pershing for action as an 
aerial observer when the use of aircraft 
in warfare was far more dangerous than 
it is today. 

Mr. President, I believe I can state 
without fear of successful contradiction 
that few Senators of this era have been 
accorded greater trust and confidence 
by their constituencies than SPESSARD 
HOLLAND. 

They have called on him to serve them 
throughout the past three decades-first 
as Governor during the early 1940's, and 
for the past 24 years as a U.S. Senator. 

Their trust and confidence has been 
well placed because the State of Flor
ida has reaped manifold benefit from 
his service and he has never once mis
used his public office. I have no doubt 
that if he had stood for reelection last 
November they would have over
whelmingly returned him to this body 
and I was interested to note in state
ments earlier this year that the junior 
Senator from Florida-a Republican
shares this opinion. 

We Georgians feel justified in sharing 
in large measure the feeling of pride 
that the people of Florida have for Sen
ator HoLLAND, because his roots are deep 
in our State. His family moved to Florida 
from Carroll county, Ga., and he re
ceived his college education at Emory 
University near Atlanta. Prior to enter
ing law school at the University of Flor
ida in Gainesville, he taught school for a 
couple of years at Warrenton, Ga., and 
today, he continues to serve as a member 
of the board of trustees at Emory. 

Senator HoLLAND and I have many 
things in common. We come from the 
same region; we have similar convic
tions; and we have shared an unusually 
warm friendship throughout the years. 
He has manifested this friendship in 
many ways and I have tried to recipro
cate in full measure. 

Mr. President, I know his decision not 
to seek reelection last fall was difficult 
to make because he shared with me many 
of his thoughts during the period in 
which he was trying to reach this con
clusion. But he can enter retirement 
with the knowledge that no one is more 
entitled to enjoy the pleasure and con
tentment that are in store for him in 
the years ahead. 

When he takes leave of this body, he 
carries with him the deep affection and 
respect of his colleagues and the pro
found gratitude of people throughout 
the Nation, as well as Florida. 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I yield 
now to the distinguished Senator from 
Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS). 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, this is 
not a happy day for me, nor a happy 
occasion, noting the retirement of one 
of our most dedicated and one of the 
stalwart Members of this body. I told 
Senator HoLLAND last spring, that Ire
gretted his decision to retire, but that I 
respected it, and that is the way I still 
feel about it now. 

In addition to the fine qualities that 
have been mentioned-and I do not be
lieve we have a subject about whom there 
could be a more sincere and earnest 
praise in appreciation of his character 
and his fine record-! want to emphasize 
that I have noticed that so long as he 
was around, Florida never lacked for a 
determined, able, well-prepared, effective 
advocate and worker. That was in the 
little things as well as the big things. 

Senator HoLLAND has always known his 
State and its needs as few men have, and 
he has sought and effectively followed 
up every opportunity there was-and 
there were many-to advance the State's 

industrial growth, economic strength, 
beauty, its place in the Nation, and every
thing that goes with those qualities and 
goals of the State. 

He never forgot who sent him here, 
the people of his own State; it was to 
them he felt he owed his primary obli
gation, subject, of course, to the national 
welfare as a whole. 

I have been impressed, too, by his in
exhaustible energy, and he still has it 
even though he is retiring. He applied 
himself, as I said, to many subjects be
yond his State, of national concern, and 
he was versed in those categories, too. 

I would like to emphasize that I have 
always felt he had his hand right on the 
pulse, too, of what was reasonably neces
sary for the national security. 

He was never given to lavish spending 
or reckless appropriations, but he never 
hesitated, when he thought a question of 
what was necessary for our national se
curity was involved, to give the matter 
his active, vigorous attention, and sup
port. 

I have said before at a social function, 
regarding our friend-and I say these 
things now not as one who always agreed 
with him; we found ourselves at differ
ence sometimes, but his fine qualities al
ways came through-that someone told 
me, when I first came here, "HoLLAND, 
of Florida, is one Senator that you can
not buy,'' meaning by that not just money 
matters, but that you could not buy him 
off with flattery, appeals to vanity, or in 
any other way, but that he would keep 
his eye on the ball and strike for what he 
thought was right and sound. 

My informant also said you could not 
bluff him, either. I have seen many times 
since that that was true; not that anyone 
tries to bluff him on anything, but we all 
get in tight places in legislative battles. 
He might have to yield from what he 
thought was reason and logic, but he 
would never retreat from principle, nor 
under a threat of reprisal. 

I express my best wishes also to his 
wonderful wife, Miss Mary, as I call her. 
I remember, too, their daughter, who was 
just a very young lady when I first came 
here. The sons I did not have a chance 
to know well, but they are certainly 
splendid, valued citizens. 

So we will not say goodby here. We 
will just say, "so long" for the time be
ing, for we want both of them to come 
back. Their records, their career, their 
social life, everything is summed up in 
the words ,"genuine gentlemen and lady
like lady.'' God bless them, and thank 
God that they have been here and for 
what they are. Mrs. Stennis joins me 1n 
the sentiment of this entire statement. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GURNEY. I yield to the Senator 
from Wisconsin (Mr. PROXMIRE). 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, it is 
with sorrow that I rise to add my re
marks on the retirement of our esteemed 
colleague, SPESSARD HOLLAND. As a mem-
ber of the Agriculture Appropriations 
Subcommittee it has been my great priv
ilege to work with Chainnan HoLLAND 
for 7 years. In addition before I joined 
the Appropriations Committee I served 
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with the Senator on the Agriculture 
Committee. 

To my mind two words can best sum 
up Senator HoLLAND's-they are consid
eration and industry. He has been un
failingly considerate of the problems and 
needs of the people of my State. He has 
always been willing to listen to those 
problems and try to find solutions with 
me. His leadership on matters such as 
the special milk program for schoolchil
dren have been essential to the success 
of these programs in the face of sharp 
criticism-and this has benefited not 
only my State of Wisconsin, but the Na
tion as a whole. 

But Senator HoLLAND has not acted on 
these matters simply out of considera
tion for others. He has always looked at 
the problem objectively and acted in the 
best interests of the country. And this 
is where the second descriptive word 
comes in. He has shown remarkable in
dustry in dealing with the matters that 
fall within his jurisdiction. 

I do not know of any Senator who has 
worked longer, harder, or more consci
entiously or faithfully than has Senator 
HoLLAND. He has acted in full possession 
of all the facts and only after the most 
thorough knowledge of the pros and 
cons. This has entailed a tremendous ef
fort-long hours in the hearing room 
and in his otfice. But it has resulted in 
a better agriculture policy for these 
United States. 

Mr. President, I have worked with 
Senator HoLLAND on numerous occasions. 
It has always greatly strengthened my 
position when I worked with him. There 
have been times when he and I disagreed 
very strongly on some issues, both in 
committee and on the Senate floor, but 
Senator HoLLAND has been a gentleman, 
very considerate, very understanding, 
always working to achieve the best inter
ests, in his view, of the country, and 
never taking opposition personally, or 
feeling that it is something mean or 
petty. I think he is a superlative Senator 
in every sense. 

In summation I can only say that I 
can think of no man in this body who is 
better equipped to fairly and knowledge
ably judge issues of national import than 
Senator HoLLAND. He will be sorely 
missed. 

Mr. GURNEY. I yield now to the 
distinguished assistant majority fioor 
leader, the Senator from West Virginia 
(Mr. BYRD). 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I wish to express appreciation to 
the junior Senator from Florida for tak
ing this time today so as to permit his 
colleagues to pay these very just tributes 
to a truly great Senator. 

The Senate is about to lose another 
great Member. I first heard about SPES
SARD HoLLAND when he was Governor of 
Florida, 25 years ago. I was a welder 1n 
the shipyards, living in Tampa. While 
Governor Holland was then building the 
State of Florida, I was helping to build 
the ships which brought liberty to op
pressed peoples and victory to the free 
world. 

Now, a quarter of a century later, I 
am glad to join in these tributes to him 
as a U.S. Senator. I suppose I have sat 
on this floor as much as has any other 

Senator in recent years. That has not 
been without its costs, but neither has it 
been without its rewards. One of those 
rewards has been that of watching other 
Senators as they serve their people daily 
here. As I have observed SPESSARD HoL
LAND, I have thought of him as a man 
who is most conversant with just about 
every issue that comes up on the Senate 
floor. I have seen in him a composite of 
all the good qualities of the other Sen
ators who serve here. I see in him the 
good will of an ALAN BIBLE, the dedica
tion to duty of an ALLEN ELLENDER, the 
compassion of a JoHN PASTORE, the gen
tleness and kindness of a MILTON YoUNG, 
the fairness of a MIKE MANSFIELD, the 
keen mind of a HERMAN TALMADGE, the 
respect for law of a JoHN McCLELLAN, 
the good humor of a GEORGE AIKEN, and 
the love and dedication for the good 
name of the Senate of a DICK RussELL. 

I regret to see SPESSARD HOLLAND re
tire from service in this body. Yet, I 
think that this demonstrates one of the 
marks of greatness in a man, that he 
recognizes the realities of life while he 
is still in the full possession of his mental 
and physical powers. However, Senator 
HoLLAND's services to his country will not 
end with his retirement, I am sure, but 
will continue-in one way or another
as long as he lives. For it is in the very 
nature of great and good men to want 
always to serve and sacrif:ce for others: 
"How far away is the temple of fame?" 
Said a youth at the dawn of the day. 
He tolled· and strove for a deathless name; 
The hours went by and the evening came, 
Leaving him old and feeble and lame, 
To plod on his cheerless way. 
"How far away is the temple of good?" 
Said another youth at the dawn of the day, 
He tolled in the spirit of brotherhood, 
To help and succor as best he could, 
The poor and unfortunate multitude, 
In its hard and cheerless way. 
He was careless alike of praise or blame, 
But after his work was done, 
An angel of glory from heaven came 
To write on high his immortal name, 
And to proclaim the truth that the temple 

of fame 
And the temple of good are one. 
For this is the lesson that history 
Has taught since the world began; 
That those whose memories never die, 
But shine like stars in the human sky, 
And brighter glow as the years go by, 
Are the men who live for man. 

Such a man is SPESSARD HoLLAND. 
I close, Mr. President, by transgressing 

one of the rules of the Senate-that rule 
which admonishes us not to address an
other Senator in the second person. 

SPESSARD, you will leave behind you 
many friends, but remember, as you go, 
that these friends wish for you and 
Mrs. Holland: 

Work for your hands. 
A straight path for your feet. 
A coin for your purse. 
Sunshine on your window pane at 

morning. 
A song in your treetop at evening. 
The hand of a friend on your latch-

string. 
Soft rains for your garden. 
Love at your fireside. 
Happiness in your heart. 
And God's wonderful blessing always. 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, the 
majority leader has reminded me that, 
because of urgent legislative business, I 
will have to yield the floor at 10 o'clock. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. GURNEY. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Perhaps later in the 

day, those who want to speak will be 
given that opportunity. We have to honor 
that obligation to the Senate as a whole, 
despite our personal feelings. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. GURNEY. I yield. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres

ident, I join my colleagues in paying 
tribute to SPESSARD HOLLAND, a man WhO 
is recognized as a great American. 

SPESSARD HOLLAND is a man WhO, Upon 
assuming public otfice, accepted it as an 
opportunity to serve the people of his 
State and his country. 

I came to the Senate just 3 months 
after SPESSARD. During these 24 years, 
both Elsie and I have developed a great 
respect for SPESSARD and his gracious 
wife, Mary, as well as a personal friend
ship. As he returns to his native State 
of Florida, they both carry with them 
the very best wishes of all his colleagues 
and friends. Good luck, and many years 
of happiness. 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, I yield to 
the Senator from Wyoming <Mr. HAN
SEN). 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I thank 
the distinguished junior Senator from 
Florida for his courtesy. 

I have not had the privilege nor the 
opportunity of serving as long as have 
many Senators with our distinguished 
and beloved friend from Florida; but 
the years during which it has been my 
privilege to know the distinguished senior 
Senator from Florida personally have 
been rich ones, indeed. 

I am aware, as has already been 
pointed out by the distinguished majority 
leader, that Senator HOLLAND has a very 
wonderful background of service to his 
country, including service in the mili
tary. 

He has served, also, as Governor of the 
State of Florida, and I should like to say 
a word or two about that. It occurs to 
me that he, better than some, has a very 
keen appreciation of the importance of 
keeping government as close to the peo
ple as possible. I think his record here 
in that regard speaks for itself. 

While he is a Democrat and is revered 
and respected widely, known the country 
over as a very e:f!ective spokesman for 
the Democratic Party, he is, first of all, 
a spokesman for America. 

In that respect, he has done yeoman 
service not only for his State of Florida 
but also for all the 50 States, including 
my own State of Wyoming. Through for· 
mer colleagues of his from Wyoming, 
I knew and appreciated the tremendous 
dedication of this man-his desire to 
serve in order that he might contribute 
something to the people of America and 
help make our Government work bet
ter. 

I think that, as he retires from the 
Senate by his own action, he leaves a 
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great record, a great inspiration for all 
of us to try to follow. I am aware that 
he served with great distinction as a 
member of the Committee on Agriculture 
and Forestry. When one contemplates his 
service to agriculture on the one hand 
and his interest 1n and support for the 
space program on the other, one gets 
some concept of the breadth and capac
ity of this man to involve himself in 
many things that are good for America. 

I salute him. I have nothing but good 
wishes for him and his lovely wife, Mary. 
I can assure him that Mrs. Hansen and 
I shall look forward to seeing them many 
times. 

Mr. GURNEY. Mr. President, we have 
only 5 minutes remaining, and I am sure 
that the senior Senator from Florida will 
want to make some remarks himself. I 
now yield to my distinguished senior col
league from Florida. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I am 
grateful to my distinguished junior col
league not only for what he ha.s said and 
for what he has allowed all the other 
gracious Senators to say, but I am grate
ful as well for his yielding to me that I 
might make brief remarks. 

In the first place, I want to thank my 
friends who have come here so early this 
Saturday morning for the fact that, after 
recessing in the Senate last night at 
nearly 9 o'clock, so many of them have 
shown up here at 9 o'clock this morning. 
I think that is something for the RECORD 
to show, and something which I deeply 
appreciate. 

I would not want anybody to think 
that I am other than humble and other 
than understanding of the courtesy of 
the Senate and that I realize that many, 
many of these statements have been 
overgenerous. But I am very grateful for 
them, every one of them. 

May I say that as I terminate more 
than 24 years of service in the Senate, 
and as Mary and I wend our way home
ward to our native State which both of 
us love so much, I take with me not only 
great gratitude for these overgenerous 
statements of our wonderful friends in 
the Senate, but also, I take with me the 
feeling that it is the Senate as an institu
tion, as the greatest parliamentary body 
existent in this Nation and in the world 
for the safeguarding of the freedom of 
men and women and children-it is the 
Senate that all of us think about most 
here and think about most this morning. 
We will all be grateful, to the end of our 
days, that we have been privileged to be 
Members of that great, sturdy body, the 
Senate of the United States. I feel that 
way. My beloved wife will feel that way 
always. 

I want that to be my first statement 
this morning: that I realize completely 
that it is the Senate in which the love 
of all of us is centered and will always be 
centered. 

The second thing I want to say is that 
I am sensible, particularly this morning, 
but have been for a long, long time, of 
the fact that it is the personal friend
ships and the personal contacts and the 
personal mutual respect of other Sena
tors, and of ourselves for other Senators, 
that will linger in my mind always as 
being the most memorable thing that we 

take home from the Senate. The admira
tion, the respect, the deep aifection 
which I have felt and will always feel 
for fellow Senators is what has charac
terized my own presence here for these 
few passing years as the thing which is 
most memorable and completely unfor
gettable. 

I love the Senate. I have loved many 
Senators in a way which I cannot ade
quately express at this time. I just want 
the REcoRD to show that these two 
things, love of the Senate and the respect, 
admiration and aifection of other Sena
tors are the two lasting things which I 
think every Senator takes with him and 
every Senator's wife takes with her as 
we leave the Senate. 

We are deeply grateful for all these 
kind expressions, but we are even more 
grateful for the chance to serve in this 
great body which has known so many 
fine people, to have shared service with 
them, and to leave with our own ad
miration, respect and aifection for them 
so deeply ingrained in us that it can 
never be forgotten. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I am de
lighted to join in these tributes to Sena
tor HoLLAND, the senior Senator from 
Florida. He was one of the few Senators 
whom I had met before I joined this 
body. To me, he has always exempll:fled 
the qualities and intelligence that one 
looks for in a Member of this body. 

A sensible, gallant, and able gentle
man, his departure means a very real loss 
to us all. I know how much we all have 
come to know and admire his abilities in 
the course of the years. 

Accordingly, it is with every good wish 
that I extend best wishes to him and 
Mrs. Holland on his retirement. I know 
we shall all miss him and hope that we 
shall see him as he returns to visit this 
body, of which he has been an important 
part for such a long time and to which he 
has contributed so much of himself. 

Mr. INOUYE. Mr. President, SPESSARD 
LINDSEY HOLLAND Will be long remem
bered in the Halls of the U.S. Senate and 
that memory will linger not primarily 
because for so long this has been his 
home--his place of work-but because 
of the contributions he has made and 
the gentleman he has been in all his 
ei!orts. 

Senator HoLLAND and I have not al
ways agreed on legislative matters. In 
fact, I would hazard that we have dis
agreed on many of the so-called key is
sues on which Members of the Senate 
and members of my party have been 
divided. He has, however, always es
poused positions honestly held and done 
so with great good manners for the rights 
of those who held a differing point of 
view. There is an old saying that "man
ners maketh man" and certainly SPES
SARD HoLLAND is deserving of accolades 
on that premise. 

Senator HoLLAND has been part of the 
so-called southern bloc, as one would 
expect, given the State he represents. It 
therefore came as some surprise to those 
who knew him less well when he took the 
leadership in the :fight to get rid of the 
poll tax which had for so long been a 
factor in limiting the e1Iective right to 
vote. This was a great breakthrough in 

extending democracy more widely and he 
will be long remembered for his leader
ship, but it was not a departure for this 
man, who has in so many ways during 
his years here in the Senate demon
sti·ated his concern for the public good 
and for the rights of all our people. 

Mr. President, I wish to associate my
self with those who this day pay tribute 
to one of our most respected and out
standing Members. He will be sorely 
missed and I wish him many years of 
happiness in the company of his many 
friends and loved ones. May he return 
often to share moments with us here for 
he is most welcome. 

Mr. MURPHY. Mr. President, I am 
pleased and honored to join in this trib
ute to Senator HoLLAND whom I regard as 
a great Senator, a close friend and an 
outstanding American. ' 

Through my early involvement in farm 
problems, I had the good fortune to work 
with Senator HoLLAND almost from the 
outset of my Senate career. My respect 
for his good judgement, his knowledge of 
both subject matter and the Senate rules 
was immediate. This admiration and re
spect grew with each passing year. 

Senator HOLLAND is one of the most 
highly respected Members of this dis
tinguished Chamber. He is a Senator's 
Senator. He is a recognized authority in 
agriculture and other areas. He is very 
articulate and informed on the many and 
complex subjects that come before the 
~enate. When he rises to speak, Senators 
listen, and well they should, for in every 
SJ?eech is evidenced his long experience, 
his knowledge and his commonsense ap
proach to the problems confronting the 
country at home and abroad. 

Mr. President, political scientists and 
other commentators often question the 
extent, if any, Senate floor debate 
changes Senate votes. In my first term in 
the Senate, I remember that I was pre
pared to vote for the Elementary and 
Secondary Education Act, and, indeed, 
had prepared a statement in support of 
the measure. Prior to the final vote, Sen
ator HoLLAND made an eloquent speech 
hitting hard on the bills' formula for 
allocating funds. Although I had shared 
Senator HoLLAND's misgivings with re
spect to the formula, I had decided to 
support the bill, but Senator HOLLAND's 
statement convinced me that the bill was 
unfair to poorer States, and as a result, 
I voted against it. It is important to note 
that the following year the formula was 
altered, giving poorer States a better 
break. 

Senator HOLLAND has represented his 
State and the Nation well. He is a great 
American and a great patriot. I believe 
it was Emerson who stated that "an in
stitution is but the lengthening shadow 
of man." While obviously many great 
men have helped to make the Senate the 
important institution that it is today, it is 
Senators like SPESSARD L. HOLLAND whose 
"shadow" and good example will con
tinue to inspire others to run for public 
office and to serve their State and Na
tion with dignity and distinction. 

I will hope that his leaving the Sen
ate as well as my own, will not bring an 
end to our association, but rather pro-



42692 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE December 19, 1970 
vide me with more leisure to enjoy my 
friendship and esteem for this great man. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, it has been 
my privilege to have served for a dozen 
years in this body with the senior Sena
tor from Florida, and to have worked 
with him on the Appropriations Com
mittee for that span of time as well. His 
decision to retire from the Senate after 
nearly a quarter of a century of service, 
which caps an even longer record of pub
lic service going back to the days of his 
youth, will take from our immediate 
midst a man of truly great talent for 
lawm·aking. 

Over the years, I have been most im
pressed with the thoroughness of the 
Senator from Florida, and particularly 
with his role on the Appropriations Com
mittee, where I have served with him, 
and on the Agriculture Appropriations 
Subcommittee, which he has chaired. 
These years have seen great changes in 
the all-important industry of agriculture 
in America, and these changes have 
required constant attention by those re
sponsible for the formulation and imple
mentation of policies affecting the indus
try. Senator HoLLAND has been always 
vigorous and capable of taking the initia
tive to see that developments within the 
Government keep pace with the times. 
Always, under his guidance, the business 
at hand has been taken care of expedi
tiously and fairly. Fairness, in fact, is a 
hallmark of Senator HoLLAND's charac
ter. Prior to his rise to the governorship 
of his State, and to this body, the Sena
tor served as a judge in Florida. He was, 
I am sure, a very good judge, indeed, 
just as he has been a very good U.S. 
Senator. We who number ourselves 
among Senator HoLLAND's friends will 
greatly miss his contributions, just as we 
will miss him personally when this Con
gress adjourns and his retirement be
comes fact. But I believe I can say with
out fear of contradiction that there are 
many Senators here today who will 
themselves provide a better quality of 
representation for their own constituents 
and for all Americans because of his 
example. 

Mr. President, I wish my colleague 
from Florida many days of happy, fruit
ful retirement. 

Mr. EASTLAND. Mr. President, I re
gret that we in the Senate will soon lose 
one of the outstanding men and Mem
bers to have ever served in the body. I 
refer, of course, to my friend, SPESSARD 
HOLLAND. 

SPESSARD HOLLAND is bringing to a 
close a career in public life spanning a 
period of more than 50 years. This re
markable career began when he was ap
pointed prosecuting attorney for Polk 
County, Fla., in 1919, and it includes 8 
years' service as county judge of Polk 
County, and 8 years as a member of the 
State Senate of Florida. 

In 1940, the people of Florida elected 
SPESSARD HOLLAND to be Governor of the 
State. He served in that high position 
from 1941 to 1945 with distinction dur
ing the difficult times of World War II. 
As Governor, he contributed greatly to 
the welfare of his great State and its peo
ple. He demonstrated his willingness and 

ability to fight for the rights of the peo
ple of Florida and the South against op
pressive and discriminatory treatment by 
taking leadership in the successful effort 
of the Southern Governors' Committee 
on Freight Rates to reduce the unfair 
and unjust southern freight rates. 

After the successful completion of his 
term as Governor, Senator -HOLLAND was 
elected to this body in 1946, succeeding 
the late Senator Charles 0. Andrews, 
who was not a candidate for reelection 
because of ill health. Senator HoLLAND 
won the Democratic primary election in 
the first primary, defeating three op
ponents by more than 72,000 votes. 

The high esteem in which the people of 
Florida regard Senator HoLLAND and his 
valued service in the Senate is attested to 
by the fact that he was overwhelmingly 
reelected to the Senate by the voters in 
1952, 1958, and 1964. In 1964, his most 
recent reelection campaign, he carried all 
of Florida's 67 counties in the primary, 
and, in the general election he carried 
every county but one, leading the entire 
ticket, and polling a record-breaking 
997,585 votes. 

As a Member of the Senate, SPESSARD 
HoLLAND has furnished strong and effec
tive leadership on behalf of many good 
causes. I have had the good fortune to 
serve for almost 20 years with him as 
members of the Committee on Agricul
ture and Forestry, of which he is ranking 
member. He has been an extremely fair 
and strong member of that committee, 
and I can personally state that the farm
ers and others who are dependent on 
agriculture, including the consuming 
public, are greatly in his debt. Senator 
HoLLAND has consistently favored meas
ures which would assure an adequate 
supply of food, fibers, and natural re
sources, with a fair return to the farmers. 

Tile millions of motorists who use and 
enjoy our system of interstate highways 
have also benefited by Senator HoLLAND's 
work in the Senate. He was one of the 
leaders in the Senate in the passage of 
the landmark Highway Act of 1956, 
which launched the 41,000-mile na
tional network of interstate and defense 
highways. 

There are many other facets of Sena
tor HoLLAND's contributions to the work 
of the Senate and the Congress, but I 
would like to close with some observa
tions about SPESSARD HOLLAND, the man. 

In his dealings with his fellows, SPES
SARD HOLLAND has been unfailingly kind 
and courteous, the perfect southern gen
tleman. However, this kindness and cour
tesy bespeaks not weakness or vacillation, 
but courage and determination. You 
never have to wonder about where SPEs
SARD HOLLAND stands, and he will fight 
to the end for a cause that is just. 
SPESSARD HOLLAND does not know hOW to 
cut and run, and if you do not want to 
hear the truth, then do not ask him a 
question. 

This quality of courage, which is a 
hallmark of his character, has mani
fested itself all of his life. SPESSARD HOL
LAND entered ·the first officers training 
camp when the United States was en
gaged in World Wa~ I, ·and. was later 
commissioned a second lieutenant in 

the Coast Artillery. After being sent to 
France, he successfully sought a trans
fer to the Army Air Corps. As an aerial 
observer, he saw action on four fronts, 
including the Meuse-Argonne. During 
this period he o:fficially downed an enemy 
plane and had his own plane shot down 
by ground fire. For these heroic acts, he 
was a warded the Distinguished Service 
Cross in 1918. 

His love of country, supported by great 
courage, have motivated his actions as a 
man and as a public servant. 

Although he will soon leave our num
ber for a well-deserved rest and retire
ment, I hope that he will be able far 
into the future to seek and receive the 
sage counsel and advice of this great 
man. 

Mr. FONG. Mr. President, I join my 
colleagues in paying richly deserved trib
ute to SPESSARD HOLLAND, senior Sena
tor from the State of Florida. It is most 
appropriate that we who have been 
closely associated with him have this 
occasion to offer our congratulations 
and to say farewell to our good friend 
and distinguished colleague. 

Long after he has left this Chamber, 
SPESSARD HOLLAND Will be remembered as 
one of the most beloved, effective, and 
dedicated of our Senators, and justly so. 
He retires after nearly a quarter cen
tury of outstanding service in the U.S. 
Senate with a record of accomplishments 
that will long endure in the annals of this 
Nation and of his native State of Florida. 

During his Senate service, numerous 
compliments have been expressed to de
scribe the qualities which have made him 
great--qualities such as character, cour
age, integrity, knowledge, tenacity. 
These expressions of high praise ring 
true because they have been well earned 
by him. We who are his associates in 
this body can attest to the accuracy of 
these compliments. 

Even before he came to the U.S. Sen
ate in 1946 and began his magnificent 
career of service in the Nation's Capital, 
SPESSARD HOLLAND already had devoted 
many years of labor to the people of 
Florida. He served ably in a variety of 
public o:ffices in his State: prosecuting 
attorney, county judge, State senator, 
and Governor. One success led to an
other. He became the first native Florid
ian to serve as both Governor and U.S. 
Senator. 

Although my State is geographically 
far removed from Florida, our feelings 
for Senator HoLLAND are close and warm. 
For he was the first southern Senator to 
espouse statehood for Hawaii. He cast 
his vote for the Statehood bill that made 
Hawaii the 50th State in 1959. 

The people of Hawaii are grateful, too, 
for his interest in Hawaii's leading in
dustry, agriculture, and his assistance in 
our agricultural research, conservation, 
and other vital projects in the State. It 
was my privilege to serve on the Senate 
Appropriations Subcommittee on Agri
culture under his able and skillful chair
manship. 

On this day of tributes, I salute SPES
SARD HoLLAND! May the retirement years 
for him and ltis charming wife, Mary, 
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be filled to overflowing with happiness. 
serenity, and good health. 

Aloha. 
A RECORD FEW AMERICANS COULD ACHIEVE 

Mr. MciNTYRE. Mr. President, magna 
cum laude, lawyer, teacher, prosecuting 
attorney, county judge, State senator, 
Governor, distinguished soldier, and vet
eran, and 24 years in the Senate of the 
United States with leadership on many 
important committees and chairmanship 
of major subcommittees-this is a record 
few Americans could achieve. 

Yet, this is the record of the able senior 
Senator from Florida who will be leaving 
the Senate at his choice, not that of the 
the people of his State at the end of this 
session of the 91st Congress. 

SPESSARD HOLLAND has never been 
bashful about fighting for the ideas he 
believed were right. He stated his posi
tion forcefully and with vigor. 

He has handled billions of dollars of 
Federal budget requests for a broad 
range of national needs from rural elec
trification, soil conservation, and for
estry through matters relating to the 
foreign policy of the Nation and the 
public working of our natural resources. 
He has been ever mindful that there is 
a limit to what we can take from the 
public treasury. 

The 92d Congress will be a different 
body without the presence of SPESSARD 
HOLLAND. 

I am pleased to join with my colleagues 
in paying tribute to him and to wish 
him and his lovely wife a most reward
ing, enjoyable and well-deserved future 
after years of devotion to the service of 
his State and the Nation. 

Mr. COTI'ON. Mr. President, it is ob
vious to anyone who knows the Senate 
that in this body in which all Members 
are officially equal, some are more equal 
than others. 

These outstanding individuals can be 
recognized easily for when they rise to 
discuss an issue, they receive the most 
careful attention from both sides of the 
aisle, regardless of the matter under con
sideration or the position they are es
pousing. 

Such a man is the distinguished senior 
Senator from Florida, my good friend 
SPESSARD HOLLAND. 

Yes, Mr. President, when SPESSARD 
HoLLAND speaks, the Senate and, indeed, 
the Nation listens, and it is to his credit 
that he receives this attention because 
of the wise and well-balanced content of 
his speeches rather than the number of 
decibels in which they are delivered. 

It has been my privilege to serve with 
SPESSARD HOLLAND on the Appropriations 
Committee, and my respect and affection 
for him have grown year after year as I 
have watched him approach each new 
problem with wisdom, warmth, poise, 
understanding, and a deep dedication to 
those fundamental Christian principles 
he exemplifies so well. 

Although the States we represent are 
separated by an entire coastline and our 
seats are on different sides of the aisle, 
there is no man for whom I have greater 
respect and regard than I do for the 
senior Senator from Florida, and I shall 
miss him as a colleague and a friend. 

May he enjoy his retirement years 
with the justifiable satisfaction of know
ing that the type of statesmanship he has 
personified will always be a model for 
those of us whom he is leaving and for 
those who will occupy these seats in the 
distant years ahead. 

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, with 
pleasure I join my colleagues in acco
lades to the distinguished Senator from 
Florida, SPESSARD L. HOLLAND, to whom 
we are paying tribute today. 

He is one of the most experienced men 
in the U.S. Senate with a very illustrious 
career-educator, attorney, judge, sol
dier, State legislator, Governor, and 24 
years in the U.S. Senate. 

His wide range of experiences equip 
him with ability and knowledge to dis
cuss the various subjects that come be
fore us during a Senate session. His work 
in the field of agriculture has been most 
outstanding, always with a consideration 
of Senators from the other States, but 
with a determination to protect the in
terests of his beloved State. 

His accomplishments are many and 
varied. If any man or woman here has 
earned the right to enjoy a productive 
retirement, Senator HoLLAND has. 

I suppose he will insist on going home 
to his native Florida to soak up the sun. 
It would do no good, I am certain, for me 
to put forth the obvious argument that 
the sun shines brighter and the citrus is 
more succulent in my own great State of 
Arizona. 

A true southern gentleman in all his 
actions, this great Senator has given a 
helping hand to many of his colleagues, 
especially the junior Senators who need 
advice and counseling, so he has gained 
not only respect, but true admiration 
from all his colleagues on both sides of 
the aisle. It is with pride that I praise 
him for the outstanding services to his 
State and Nation, and wish him many, 
many years of happiness and further ac
complishments in his retirement years. 

Mr. BOGGS. Mr. President, I would 
like to join in congratulating the dis
tinguished senior Senator from Florida 
<Mr. HoLLAND), on his long and most 
valued service to the Senate. 

It has been my pleasure to serve with 
Senator HoLLAND on two committees dur
ing my term in the Senate, for 6 years on 
the Agriculture Committee and for the 
past 2 years on the Appropriations Com
mittee. In that committee work, as well 
as on the Senate :floor, I have come to 
know Senator HoLLAND as a man of great 
integrity and great perception. Invar
iably, he has been most helpful in focus
ing the attention of Members on the im
portant issues and in helping to achieve 
workable answers. Senator HOLLAND be
gan his first elected 6-year term in the 
Senate in January of 1947 when it was 
my honor to become a Member of the 
House of Representatives. He was the 
first native Floridian to serve as both 
Governor and U.S. Senator from that 
State. His accomplishments since his 
election to the U.S. Senate are many. He 
was most effective in creating such im
portant accomplishments as the central 
and southern Florida flood control proj-

ect, creating the Interstate Highway 
System, and the Tidelands Act restoring 
offshore property rights to individual 
States. 

When the 92d Congress convenes next 
month, I know that I express the senti
ment of the Senate when I say that we 
will greatly miss the wise counsel, friend
ship, and leadership of SPESSARD LINDSEY 
HOLLAND. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, for 
24 of the 25 years I have served in the 
Senate it has been my pleasure to be 
associated with and to work alongside 
SPESSARD HOLLAND. 

During this period the Senator from 
Florida has made a great contribution to 
this body, as well as to his State and the 
Nation. In the Senate he has worked long 
and untiringly on a variety of important 
matters, particularly in the field of agri
culture. In this Chamber he has been 
a strong advocate and an effective ques
tioner. He has always brought wisdom 
and knowledge to our debates and dis
cussions. 

I am pleased to join in paying tribute 
to the Senator from Florida, who is leav
ing the Senate after four distinguished 
terms of service, and I extend my best 
wishes for the years ahead. 

Mr. PEARSON. Mr. President, there 
are among us Senators who have 
achieved great national fame. Their 
names are readily recognized in every 
part of the country. 

There are Senators as equally distin
guished in terms of ability and talent 
whose names appear in national head
lines only rarely. 

Only when one has the honor to serve 
in the Senate, does he appreciate the 
unique and tremendous contributions of 
this second group. 

The senior Senator from Florida, 
SPESSARD HOLLAND is such a man. Few 
have given so much in terms of public 
service to their State and the Nation
and in so quiet a manner. 

In Florida, he served as county prose
cutor, judge, State senator, Governor, 
before coming to the Senate in 1946. His 
is the classic example of building a ca
reer from his home country to the Na
tion's Capitol. 

Few men have set certain long-range 
goals for themselves and achieved them. 

SPESSARD HOLLAND in his early political 
career determined that the poll tax re
quirement for voting should be elimi
nated. In the Florida State senate he 
was able to persuade the State legisla
ture to repeal the tax. He carried the 
same goal with him into the U.S. Senate, 
introducing in each successive Congress 
a constitutional amendment forbidding 
such tax. He felt it to be unjust, and one 
that had frequently been used to bar 
Negroes from voting. He also believed 
that such a change must be made by 
constitutional amendment rather than 
by statute or court decision. 

The Holland amendment was finally 
passed by House and Senate in 1962 and 
ratified by the necessary three-fourths of 
the States in 1964, becoming the 24th 
amendment to the Constitution. 

But he has never been a "one-issue" 
Senator. Few men have devoted as much 
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time and e:fiort to committee work and 
floor debate as has SPESSARD HoLLAND. 
It is literally true he has worn himself 
out in this work. For several years he 
has borne in silence the evidence, the 
painful evidence, that his heart no longer 
can support his devotion to duty. Once 
convinced he could no longer carry the 
heaVY workload he thought he owed to 
the electorate, he simply and quietly 
made up his mind to retire. 

As a young man, he was a fine athlete, 
in fact good enough to have been offered 
a contract as a professional baseball 
player by the fabulous Connie Mack. 

As a World War I pilot, SPESSARD HOL
LAND was awarded the Distinguished 
Service Cross. 

Such accomplishments are rare on the 
part of a man of such unassuming and 
mild demeanor. But those who have 
worked with SPESSARD HOLLAND knOW he 
is a very resolute and determined man, 
a gifted strategist, and one unafraid to 
take a stand and do battle no matter 
what the odds. 

The Senate will miss him, but we wish 
to congratulate the Florida electorate 
for their good judgment in giving to us 
for these 24 years such a stouthearted 
public servant. 

Mr. JORDAN of Idaho. Mr. President, 
it is my pleasure to join my colleagues 
in paying tribute to the distinguished 
Senator from Florida, SPESSARD L. HoL
LAND. For the past 24 years, he has com
bined a wealth of natural talents with 
ceaseless dedication and vitality in the 
U.S. Senate. The result has been that his 
State and the ·Nation have benefited 
from his leadership in the field of edu
cBJtion, law, finance, and public welfare. 

His record in the Senate has been re
markable; an outstanding attendance 
record through the years both on the 
fioor and in committee; a champion for 
the causes of agriculture and natural 
resources and a tireless soldier in the 
battles for public welfare. 

His dedication to his job, the people 
of his State and the Nation have made 
him one of the most respected and be
loved Members of the Senate. Certainly, 
he has been one of the most e:fiective 
Senators of this century. 

The State of Florida and the Na.Jtion 
owe a debt of gratitude to this Senator 
who has served so well for so many years. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, the 
insignia of the distinguished Service 
Cross, the second highest decoration 
given for valor by our Government, 
which is worn in the lapel of Senator 
SPESSARD HOLLAND of Florida, indicates 
that his great service to our country did 
not begin when he first entered politics. 
It began in the air battlefield over 
France and Germany during World War 
I, and as a brother airman, I salute him 
for the valorous achievements of his dur
ing that conflict. 

His contributions, though, in the field 
of politics, while they cannot be recog
nized by the presentation of any such 
medal, can certainly be recognized by the 
unseen medal of honor that we would all 
pin on him as he retires from the U.S. 
Senate and from active politics. 

There has not been a man amongst 
us who has served as a better example 
to the young as they come into the Sen
ate or as a continuing guide to us as we 
grow older and pursue the Senate's many 
paths. His personal life, with his charm
ing wife, Mary, has also been an example 
to married couples all over this country 
who have watched both of them as they 
have helped each other and have raised 
their outstanding children. 

Florida is going to be a better place 
with him at home, but Washington is 
going to be a sorrier place for his ab
sence. Peggy and I wish for SPESSARD and 
Mary the very happiest of lives and long 
and continued success in their devotion 
to birdwatching. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 
it was 22 or 23 years ago that I first met 
the senior senator from Florida. 

Senator HoLLAND addressed a large 
meeting in my hometown, and he did 
Mrs. Byrd and me the honor of spend
ing the night in our home. 

I have cherished my friendship with 
Senator HoLLAND through the years. 

But it was not until I came to the Sen
ate 5 years ago that I fully realized just 
how outstanding a legislator· SPESSARD 
HOLLAND has been. 

He is a great American who consist
ently through his long Senate service, 
has put the best interests of his Nation 
ahead of partisan political considera
tions--and ahead of his own personal 
considerations. 

Senator HoLLAND believes deeply in the 
principles of government which have 
made our Nation great. He has been a 
staunch and consistent defender of these 
principles on the Senate fioor. 
~ The senior Senator from Virginia re

grets deeply that Senator HoLLAND con
cluded that he should voluntarily retire 
from public life after serving with great 
distinction as a member of the Florida 
Senate, a Governor of Florida, and as a 
Member of the U.S. Senate for 24 years. 

The Senate will miss him. 
I shall miss him greatly. 
I shall miss him as a friend. 
I shall miss him as I continue to serve 

the people of Virginia as a Senator. I shall 
miss him because he is a friend in whom 
I have great confidence and whose judg
ment I value highly. 

Many times have I sought his views on 
vital legislation. Many times have I fol
lowed carefully his well-reasoned and 
always fair discussions of far-reaching 
legislation upon which the Senate has 
been called upon to vote. 

As SPESSARD HOLLAND retires to private 
life, I want to state for the RECORD that, 
in my judgment, no Senator with whom 
I have served has exceeded SPESSARD 
HoLLAND in kindliness, in fairness, in 
dedication to the people of his State and 
Nation, in steadfastness to principle. 

I salute the distinguished and able 
senior Senator from Florida as a great 
American and beloved friend. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, we meet in 
the U.S. Senate today in a period set 
aside to pay tribute to the beloved senior 
Senator from Florida <Mr. HoLLAND) . 

Senator HoLLAND is one of the great 

Senators, not only of our times, but of all 
times. When he leaves the Senate the 
Senate will lose much of its luster' and 
much of its greatness as the greatest de
liberative body in the world. 

On November 13, 1969, the date on 
which the press carried the news of Sen
ator HoLLAND's planned retirement, and 
then again on July 8, 1970, after Senator 
HoLLAND had steered the Department of 
Agriculture bill through the Senate, I 
spoke, expressing my great love and ad
miration for Senator HoLLAND and my 
regret at his intention of retiring from 
the Senate. 

Mrs. Allen and I wish for Senator and 
Mrs. Holland many years of happiness 
and rewarding service in the future. 

I ask unanimous consent that my two 
speeches referred to above be includeG. 
in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the speeches 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, Nov. 13, 

1969} 
THE ANNOUNCED RETIREMENT OF SENATOR 

SPESSARD L. HOLLAND 
Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, an item in the 

newspaper this morning caused me great sad
ness, for it reported the decision of Flor
ida's great and distinguished senior Sen
a t or not to seek reelection to the Senate 
at the end of his present term. This is a 
decision that causes sadness and a sense of 
great loss-a loss for the Senate of the 
United States, a loss for the Members of 
the Senate, who love him and have the great
est respect and admiration for him, and a loss 
for the people of Florida and of the Na
tion. 

Senator HOLLAND and Senators of his type 
have won for the Senate the accolade "the 
greatest deliberative body in the world." 

His great intellect and silver-tongued elo
quence; his integrity and statesmanship; his 
fairmindedness and sincere desire to serve 
the people of his State and Nation; his logic 
and his leadership cause him to rank as 
one of the greatest Senators in this body. 
His 247'2 years in the Senate have been years 
of distinguished service. I have followed his 
career since his days as Governor of Florida. 
I heard him speak boldly at the Democratic 
Convention in Chicago in 1962 in opposition 
to punitive proposals leveled against south
ern delegations at that convention. 

I admired his leadership in the success
ful fight in the Senate earlier this year to 
preserve the protection afforded by rule 22 
to freedom of expression in the Senate. 

I look foward to enjoying and profiting 
by Senator HoLLAND's remaining months of 
service in the Senate for I have leaned heav
ily on his leadership in the past and ex· 
pect to continue to do so in the remaining 
length of time that we shall have the benefit 
of his services in the Senate. 

On behalf of the people of Alabama, I 
congratulate our distinguished neighbor on 
his outstanding and illustrious career in 
the U.S. Senate. 

Though Senator HoLLAND Is leaving the 
Senate, he will continue to be active in many 
worthwhile endeavors for years to come. 

Mrs. ALLEN joins me in wishing Senator 
HOLLAND and Mrs. Holland many happy and 
rewarding years in the future. 

[From the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, July 8, 
19701 

DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE AND RELATED 
AGENCIES APPROPRIATIONS, 1971 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I have had the 
pleasure of knowing personally the distin-
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guished senior Senator from Florida, SPES
SARD HoLLAND, only since coming to the Sen
ate in January 1969. However, as a member 
of the Alabama State Legislature, and as 
Lieutenant Governor of Alabama, it was my 
privilege to follow Senator HOLLAND's career 
from the time of his distinguished service as 
Governor of the great State of Florida, on 
through his able, distinguished, and illustri
ous period of service of 24 years in the Senate. 

It was my privilege to hear Senator HoL
LAND make a great extemporaneous address 
in Chicago at the 1952 Democratic National 
Convention. The Democratic Party then, as 
now, was beset with many differences of opin
ion, and many things that divided our party. 
The distinguished senior Senator from Flor
ida made a great speech in which he sought 
to smooth over some of the differences that 
existed in the party. 

Since coming to the Senate, it has been 
a great privilege for me to enjoy a close asso
ciation, I believe, with the distinguished Sen
ator from Florida. Many times I have had 
occasion to sit at the same table with him at 
lunch in the Senators' private dining room 
at the table reserved for Democratic Sena
tors. While I figuratively sit at his feet on 
those occasions, I do actually sit beside him, 
and I have enjoyed discussing, and hearing 
Senator HOLLAND discuss, elaborate upon, 
point out, and explain to the junior Senator 
from Alabama, some of the great history and 
traditions, and the great personalities of the 
Senate in the years that he has served in the 
Senate. I have enjoyed and profited greatly 
by these periods when I experienced this 
close association with the senior Senator 
from Florida. 

It has been my privilege, too, of serving on 
the Committee on Agriculture with him. His 
grasp and great familiarity with the intricate 
bills that he has mastered and that he pre
sents from time to time on the floor of the 
Senate have been a constant source of amaze
ment to me. I have been truly amazed with 
his familiarity and grasp of major bills com
ing before the Senate that are not his spe
cialty. I have profited by the experience that 
I have had serving as a junior colleague of 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
Florida. 

Mr. President, I remember most vividly 
one of the first matters that the U.S. Senate 
considered after the junior Senator from 
Alabama became a Member of this body. It 
was the consideration of an amendment of 
Senate rule XXII, which would have allowed 
the application of cloture on the vote of 
three-fifths of the Senators present, rather 
than the two-thirds majority as is required 
under the Senate rules. The distinguished 
Senator from Florida led the fight of those 
who opposed that amendment or that effort 
to amend the Senate rules. 

In the judgment of the junior Senator 
from Alabama the most important vote that 
has been taken in the U.S. Senate in the 91st 
Congress, whether the first session or the 
second session, was on the appeal by the dis
tinguished senior Senator from Florida from 
the ruling of the Chair, the then Vice Presi
dent Hubert Humphrey of Minnesota, under 
which the then Vice President had ruled that 
cloture had been applied to debate on the 
amendment because, on the motion to apply 
cloture, a majority of the Members of the 
Senate had voted to apply cloture. The Vice 
President ruled that since th.e vote was taken 
at the start of the session, a majority of the 
Senate should not be denied the right to 
amend the rules of the Senate for that ses
sion. The distinguished Senator from Florida 
appealed from that ruling, and the Senate 
overturned the ruling of the Chair, deciding 
in effect that it takes a two-thirds vote rather 
than a b a re majorit y to apply cloture at the 
start of a session or any other time. 
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The Senator from Florida holds the dis
tinction of being the only Member of either 
body of the Congress who is the son of a 
veteran of the War Between the States. His 
father was a teenager who fought alongside 
Senator HoLLAND's grandfather and was seri
ously wounded in that war in the battle of 
Kennesaw Mountain, near Atlanta. The fact 
that Senator HoLLAND's father and grand
father were Georgians, fighting for their 
homes and for the South does not make the 
junior Senator from Alabama think less 
kindly of the distinguished Senator from 
Florida. 

Mr. President, .a man is judged by the 
company he keeps, by his deeds, by his 
thoughts and motives, by his dedication 
rand sincerity, by his integrity-yes, and 
by the books he reads, by the music to 
which he listens. But, Mr. President, I 
suggest that a man can be judged by 
the men he most admires-by who his 
heroes are. SO, the junior Senator from 
Alabama is proud to be categorized as an 
admirer of the distinguished senior Senator 
from Florida. 

The distinguished senior Senator from 
Florida is one of the great Senators of this 
time or of any other time, and the Senate 
as .an institution and the individual Mem
bers of the Senate will miss Senator HOLLAND. 
The Senate will lose some of its greatness be
cause of his leaving the Senate. It will lose 
some of its luster as the greatest deliberative 
body in the world if Senator HoLLAND should 
leave the Senate at the expiration of his pres
ent term. 

So it is my privilege to salute the senior 
Senator from Florida, Mr. SPESSARD HOLLAND, 
whom I admire greatly, whom the people of 
Alabama admire and look on as a great u.s. 
Senator. 

Mr. PASTORE. Mr. President, I consider it 
a great privilege to rise at this time to as
sociate myself with all of our colleagues who 
have been paying these deserved tributes 
to my friend and seatmate, the distinguished 
Senator from Florida, SPESSARD HoLLAND. 

I have been in the Senate now for 20 
years. When I came here, SPESSARD HoLLAND 
was already here. Scholar and soldier
lAwyer and statesman, to me, in a great 
sense, he has been a guiding light. If one 
characterization is to be made of this fine 
gentleman from Florida, I must say he is 
Mr. Integrity of the U.S. Senate. In all my 
.associations in this great body, I have never 
found a man with more desire and more com
pelling concern to live by his convictions. It 
makes no little difference to SPESSARD HoL
LAND whether the issue is popular or un
popular .... 

Mr. WITLIAMS of New Jersey. Mr. 
President, my good friend and esteemed 
colleague, the senior Senator from Flor
ida, over a span of more than four dec
ades of public service, 24 years of that 
service in the Senate, has a record of 
achievement, so diverse and so lengthy, 
that it could not possibly be cataloged 
here today. Indeed so numerous have 
been his achievements and contributions 
that some of his friends may have diffi
culty in fixing on the most memorable 
experience they have shared with SPES
SARD HoLLAND. In my own case, I have 
no difficulty at all, because his help and 
support was indispensible to the enact
ment of farmworker programs which are 
now part of the public law. 

When I became chairman of the Mi
gratory Labor Subcommittee in 1959, 
there were virtually no programs in this 
Nation which dealt directly with the 
needs of the farmworker family. In that 

year Senator HoLLAND extended an in
vitation to me to come to the great State 
of Florida to learn about this problem 
firsthand. I accepted that invitation and 
went to Florida to talk to the worker, to 
the farmer, and to the crewleader. I 
visited clergymen and community lead
ers. I saw the housing camps and the 
schools in which migrant children were 
enrolled. 

Out of that work, legislation was 
drafted to meet the need for crewleader 
registration, child day-care centers, fam
ily health clinics, education for the mi
grant children, and adequate housing for 
the migrant family. 

Senator HoLLAND made invaluable sug
gestions for improving these bills. He 
also supported them eloquently and per
suasively when they came to the Senate 
fioor for consideration and debate. His 
interest did not diminish upon passage 
of these bills. It continued unflaggingly 
on the enormous task of getting the nec
essary funds and otherwise making the 
deeds match the words of the statute. 

Today, on a variety of farmworker 
problems, we do have national programs 
and the programs do help those they 
reach. The funding is not as adequate as 
I would like, but, compared to 1959, the 
Nation is now investing substantial sums 
in health, education, child day-care, in 
retraining and rehabilitation and in 
other services for the migrant family. 
Senator HoLLAND's continued concern 
and effort played an instrumental role in 
bringing this about. 

Finally, I recall that while we did not 
find ourselves in agreement on all facets 
of the farm labor problem, there was al
ways a spirit of mutual respect and 
friendship. In the course of our work we 
found ourselves on opposite sides of the 
questions of minimum wage and the im
portation of foreign workers. Even on 
these hotly contested economic issues, 
the experience was pleasurable and re
warding . 

For these and many other rich mem
ories, I shall always be grateful. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, all of 
us in public life must accept the march 
Of time and anticipate the day when we 
close the book on a long career. 

In my opinion, none can do it with 
greater satisfaction and deserved rec
ognition than Senator SPESSARD HOL
LAND, whom we honor here today. His 
outstanding contributions as a teacher, 
lawyer, jurist, and war hero would serve 
the ordinary man. 

But he has, in the nearly quarter-cen
tury in the Senate, built a memorial of 
dedicated service to his constituency 
which few men can hope to match. 

Our association has been a particular
ly memorable one for me. I can recall 
our many pleasant and good-humored 
colloquies on the fioor in which I re
minded him that he was, in fact, an hon
orary Mountaineer because his mother, 
Fa:nnie V. Spessard, was from Monroe 
County, W.Va. I recall, too, our discus
sions of his baseball prowess in the rough 
industrial leagues of West Virginia. 
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On his retirement, I wish every joy 
and deferred pleasure. Mrs. Randolph 
joins in our knowledge that he and his 
dear wife, Mary, will have continued 
happiness and sweet contentment. 

My colleagues and I will miss the val
ued counsel of SPESSARD HOLLAND in the 
months ahead-and that, I believe, is the 
highest tribute we can pay. 

Mr. PROUTY. Mr. President, I would 
like to join with my colleagues in paying 
tribute to the distinguished Senator from 
Florida <Mr. HOLLAND) upon his retire
ment at the conclusion of this Congress. 
In 1946, SPESSARD HOLLAND brought to 
this body a wealth of experience and a 
distinguished record of service to Florida 
and the Nation. 

In World War I, he received the Dis
tinguished Service Cross for his coura
geous service as an aerial observer over 
France. 

He served his community as a teacher, 
his county as a judge and his State as a 
State senator, and Governor. 

Upon this strong foundation of serv
ice, Senator HoLLAND built a brilliant 
record of 24 years of service in this body. 

His service has not been flamboyant. 
Instead, he has been a hard-worker re
lentlessly pressing for his goals. He first 
proposed his Anti-Poll Tax Amendment 
in 1949. Thanks to Senator HoLLAND's 
unceasing efforts we now have the 24th 
amendment. 

Senator HoLLAND is without doubt one 
of the hardest working Senators with 
whom I have had the privilege of serv
ing. I have always listened attentively 
when he has addressed this body, for his 
arguments have been persuasive and 
based on diligent research. 

Senator HoLLAND is a man of many in
terests and I trust that his retirement 
will give him more time to follow base
ball, study nature, and further delve into 
the history of Florida. 

I know he shall find that he has made 
one of the most distinguished marks in 
Florida's history. He has served his State 
and Nation well and I know he is the 
kind of man who shall continue to serve 
us. 

Mr. Mn..LER. Mr. President, I am 
pleased to join with my colleagues in 
paying our great respect to the senior 
Senator from Florida, my good friend, 
SPESSARD L. HOLLAND. 

During my 10 years in the Senate, he 
has been warm, cordial, and helpful. I 
have particularly appreciated my oppor
tunity to serve with him on the Senate 
Agriculture Committee, where we have 
worked harmoniously together on a great 
many measures affecting the many facets 
of our Nation's agriculture. At all times, 
it has been very apparent that he was a 
strong advocate for the best interests of 
our farmers while, at the same time, do
ing his utmost to balance their needs 
against the realities of majority senti
ment in a Congress where the so-called 
"farm bloe" has long ago lost so much 
of its infiuence. 

As becomes the great Senator he is, all 
of us can attest to his high principles. 
These first came to my attention when, 
during World War II, when I was as
signed to Orlando, Fla., with the Air 
Force, he was the Governor of Florida. 

Word quickly got around that the Gov
ernor of Florida was ready to use his 
powers and his influence-anytime and 
anyplace--in behalf of the needs of our 
men serving in the various military es
tablishments, and their families. 

Not until recently did I learn that he 
was a member of the original World War 
I Army Air Corps, which, perhaps, ex
plains his deep, personal concern for our 
military services which he has so often 
displayed here in the Senate-as well as 
when he was the Governor of his State. 

As further evidence of the character 
of this good man, he has continued, to 
the very last days of his service, to work 
as hard as any other Member of the Sen
ate--in fact, carrying more than his fair 
share of the heavy load of legislative re
sponsibilities. Not until he takes fond 
leave of the body he has served so long 
will there be any relaxation of his zeal 
for hard work and leadership. 

I repeat what all of us feel in our 
hearts-a profound regret over his deci
sion to retire. The Senate will not be the 
same Without SPESSARD HOLLAND and his 
dear wife, Mary, at his side. 

Mr. YOUNG of North Dakota. Mr. 
President, I wish to associate myself with 
the comments made by Members of the 
Senate in praise and commendation of 
our distinguished and beloved colleague, 
the senior Senator from Florida, Senator 
SPESSARD HOLLAND. While we can under
stand why one who has spent a lifetime 
in public service would want to retire 
and have a few years of rest and time to 
enjoy life and with his family, we can
not help but be saddened to know that he 
will no longer be serving with us. This 
busy life as a Member of the Senate-
and it is getting more difficult each 
year-permits little time for relaxation 
with one's family. 

As one of those who has served with 
SPESSARD HOLLAND all of his 24 years in 
the Senate, I treasure the close friend
ship that we have enjoyed over these 
many years No Member of the Senate 
has ever been more considerate of me 
or more helpful. Naturally our views dif
fered on some legislation and policies, 
but always our friend from Florida, SPES
SARD HoLLAND, was the real gentleman
courteous, considerate, and understand
ing. 

During his 24 years in the Senate, 
Senator SPESSARD HOLLAND has handled 
some of the most difficult of all legisla
tion-one being the tidelands oil legisla
tion. He has always been an untiring, 
effective, and powerful advocate of the 
things he believes in. 

Certainly no Senator has ever more 
faithfully and ably fought for the inter
ests of his State. Apparently the people 
of Florida are aware of it and very ap
preciative of what he has done for them. 
They have accorded him exceptionally 
high honors over the years, and espe
cially recently. 

I would not want the record to indi
cate that our friend, Senator HoLLAND's 
interests did not go beyond his beloved 
State of Florida. He has been very ac
tive, interested, and influential in all of 
the many issues facing this Nation and 
world and he has been a powerful voice 
for good. One thing I cannot help but 

especially note is that, even though he 
announced his retirement quite some
time ago, he continues to work just as 
hard and diligently right up to and in
cluding these closing days of the last 
session in which he will be serving. What 
a great Senator and citizen he has 
been-and a truly wonderful friend. 

Mr. President, I shall always treasure 
my close friendship with Mary and 
SPESSARD HOLLAND. I know they will 
greatly enjoy retirement and I want 
them to know we will always remember 
them with affection. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
when the Honorable SPESSARD HOLLAND 
leaves the Senate at the end of this Con
gress, the Senate will be losing one of 
its most energetic, most diligent mem
bers. During my 13 years, 8 months in 
this body, I have watched with admira
tion this dedicated man serve his State 
and his country. 

For the past 6 years, it has been my 
privilege to serve as a member of the 
Agriculture Appropriations Subcommit
tee which the Senator from Florida so 
ably chairs. As chairman of that sub
committee, he has given meticulous at
tention to every detail in every appro
priation the subcommittee has submit
ted. No Senator has worked harder on 
this vital appropriation than has the 
Senator from Florida. The people of 
America will never know the many years, 
months, weeks, and days of service he 
has given to these measures. Agriculture 
in America owes him a debt so large that 
agriculture itself will never learn of all 
of it. It is so large that agriculture itself 
cannot measure it. Week after week I 
saw him study in meticulous detail the 
operation of every agricultural research 
facility in the United States, as he sought 
means to increase the food and fiber pro
duction of the United States, for all the 
ill-fed and ill-housed in the United 
States and all over the world. I never 
heard SPESSARD HOLLAND boast of his hu
manitarianism, but he acted in a realis
tic way to help clothe and feed the suffer
ing. Our great agricultural production 
reflects his determined support of scien
tific agricultural research. 

The citizens of Florida and of America 
also owe him thanks for his many other 
legislature achievements. One of the 
most notable, perhaps, is the preserva
tion of the Everglades as a national park. 
Were it not for the dedicated efforts of 
the Senator from Florida, this area of 
great recreational and naturalistic in
terest might well have fallen to the bull
dozers and land speculators. 

The Senator from Florida has served 
in this body for 24 years. He has earned 
his retirement and I wish him the very 
best. 

One final note: When I first came to 
the Senate in 1957, one of the first cou
ples my wife and I met were the Senator 
from Florida and his gracious wife. On 
one of Mrs. Yarborough's first visits to 
the gallery, Mrs. Holland was kind 
enough to sit with her and explain the 
events on the fioor as the two of them 
watched. Mrs. Yarborough and I will 
never forget the many kindnesses we re
ceived from Senator and Mrs. Holland 
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over the years. They are one of the 
most devoted husband-wife teams we 
know in the Senate. We wish them both 
a long and happy life together. Relieved 
of the vexations and arduous duties of 
an appropriations subcommittee chair
manship, with the tug of war between 
the great needs of our country and the 
shortage of dollars to meet them, and 
knowing of Senator HoLLAND's love of 
the outdoors, I have no doubt that his 
retirement will add years to his life. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, it has 
been a pleasure to serve with the distin
guished senior Senator from Florida, my 
good friend SPESSARD HOLLAND, during 
the past 16 years I have been a Member 
of the Senate. SPESSARD HOLLAND is a man 
for whom I have great respect, not only 
because he is a person of outstanding 
ability, but he is also a man of stanch 
character and unquestioned integrity 
and sound judgment. It has been a dis
tinct privilege for me to have served in 
this body with him and I shall greatly 
miss his wise counsel and advice in the 
future. 

Senator HoLLAND has been active in 
many fields of activity while a Member 
of the Senate. He is an acknowledged 
expert in agricultural matters and as a 
member of the Agriculture and Forestry 
Committee he has sponsored many proj
ects, programs, and legislation in behalf 
of the farmers of the Nation. He is a 
member of the Aeronautical and Space 
Sciences Committee and has made fine 
contributions in this important field. He 
is a member of the powerful Appropria
tions Committee, which handles expendi
tures for every activity of the Federal 
Government, and he has fathered many 
worthwhile activities that have improved 
the standard of living for our people. He 
is not a big spender, but a believer in 
sound fiscal policies and as a member of 
the Joint Committee on Reductions in 
Federal Expenditures, has been helpful 
in preventing extravagance and waste. 

His devotion to duty and willingness 
to set party interest aside have largely 
contributed to his effectiveness as an out
standing leader. Few men can be called 
statesmen, but that adjective certainly 
describes SPESSARD HOLLAND. He has pro
Vided outstanding leadership in com
mittees, on the floor of the Senate, in 
his State, and in the Nation. Such lead
ership will be sorely missed. 

SPESSARD HOLLAND is a true patriot and 
a great American. The Senate will be 
poorer because of his departure. His con
stituents have consistently supported 
him because of their great faith in him, 
and he and they can be proud of the im
pressive record he has made in this 
body. 

Not only will the Senate miss Senator 
HoLLAND but we shall greatly miss the 
lovely and most gracious Mrs. Holland, 
one of the most distinguished and pop
ular women in Washington. I am sure 
that all of my colleagues join me in 
wishing Senator and Mrs. Holland good 
health and happiness in the years ahead. 

Mr. President, on September 22, 1962, 
I had the pleasure of attending and 
speaking at a ceremony given by the 
Young Americans for Freedom, honor-

ing Senator HoLLAND at Orlando, Fla. 
A considerable portion of my address 
that evening was about SPESSARD HoL
LAND, his service in the Senate, and the 
manner of performance of his Senate 
duties. What I said about Senator HoL
LAND on that occasion is pertinent today. 
and I ask unanimous consent that a copy 
of that address follow these remarks. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ADDRESS BY SENATOR STROM THURMOND 

It is an honor for me to be in the great 
State of Florida, and in the beautiful City of 
Orlando. I have had the pleasure of serving 
for 8 years in the United States Senate with 
Florida's two distinguished Senators, Spes
sard Holland and George Smathers. 

I am glad to be with this fine group to
night to join in paying tribute to one of my 
most respected and distinguished colleagues 
in the Senate. 

I am proud of the great work and the re
markable service which your organization, 
Young Americans for Freedom, 1s performing 
in promoting among our young people in
creased awareness and interest in the preser
vation of freedom, our most precious na
tional legacy. 

When one becomes a member of the 
United States Senate, one is asked to join 
the board of directors of many organizations. 
I have particularly been extended numerous 
invitations to join various groups as an hon
orary leader or adviser in the past year or so. 
I finally decided to make a rule against be
coming associated with groups outside of my 
Senatorial duties, because I found that I just 
did not have the time to check into every 
organization or would probably not be able 
to agree with all the principles or plans of 
the various groups. Recently, however, I was 
asked to serve on the Board of Advisers of 
Young Americans for Freedom, and I made 
an exception to my rules in this particular 
case because of the importance and urgency 
of your great mission in lnstUling in your 
fellow students across this country a sense 
of patriotism and interest tn the preserva
tf.on of freedom. 

During the past year or two I have also 
received numerous speaking invitations 
across this country. I have had to decline 
many of these invitations because of the 
number, but I have never turned down an 
invitation to address a student group on a 
college campus if there was any possibi11ty 
at all of working it into my schedule. Within 
the past few years, I have spoken at Tulane, 
Yale, Emory, Harvard, Georgia and Colum
bia Universities and M.I.T. My calendar now 
shows that I have engagements at Oklahoma 
State, Fordham, and Boston Universities and 
other educational institutions. Everywhere I 
have gone I have been impressed with the 
work of your great organization and the ris
ing tide of student interest in domestic and 
foreign policies of this government-sound 
domestic policies and winning foreign 
policies. 

More and more of our young people are 
coming to realize that freedom is in jeopardy 
in this country, and indeed, wherever it 
seeks to exist In a world threatened by the 
forward march of what Mr. J. Edgar Hoover 
has aptly described as the communist "mas
ters of deceit", and also all those misguided 
idealists who envision a solution to all the 
world's problems through a system of planned 
state economies, with all its attendant regu
lations and controls and its diminuation of 
freedom. They realize that we in the United 
States, this once great bastion of freedom, 
take freedom too much for granted, much 
as we do the convenience of electricity. We 
have the feeling that because freedom is 
guaranteed in this country by the Constitu-

tion, that it will, by some magic formula or 
by right of inheritance, always be with us. 
We tend to forget that other peoples in other 
nations have had this same naive notion, 
but their freedoms have long since vanished 
because they did not appreciate Voltaire's old 
truism that "Eternal Vigilance is the Price 
of Liberty." We seem to have forgotten that 
liberty must be earned, and once it is 
earned-as it was for us by our forefathers
then it must be preserved, not just for the 
enjoyment of our generation, but as a legacy 
for the next generation, and even for un
born generations of Americans. 

In fact, freedom, according to Lord Acton, 
is supposed to be the highest end of gov
ernment. However, in viewing our govern
ment bureaucracy today, with all its spend
ing, controls, red tape, and its ever-growing 
centralized power apparatus, it is easy to 
get the idea that perhaps government has 
some other end to serve-such as accumu
lation of power. 

More of our young people are learning that 
man cannot have freedom unless he accepts 
the moral task it imposes. It is a combina
tion of self-assertion and self-denial, of in
dependence and responsibility. For instance, 
in granting us the blessings of self-govern
ment, our forefathers contemplated that the 
people would take sufficient interest in edu
cating themselves on affairs of government 
to govern themselves intelligently, and that 
they would be so con~erned with the pres
ervation of their freedoms that they would 
reject selfish proposals which would result 
in restricting or mortgaging their freedoms. 

Some misguided leaders and advisers in 
government, whose principal aim for gov
ernment seems to be the creation of a social
istic welfare state, would lead our young 
people to believe that the wave of the future 
in socialism--call it democratic socialism as 
Mr. Schlesinger has dubbed it, or f.abian 
socialism as the British have named it-
and that we can have this "pie in the s.ky" 
state, and still maintain freedom for our 
people. As a matter of fact, however, capital
ism, which is no more and no less than eco
nomic freedom, is the only economic system 
which will work in a free society. Let us not 
forget that freedom can be preserved only 
when it is decentralized in the hands of the 
people and local government, and not in the 
hands of a bureaucracy of elites who rule 
from an all-powerful central government in 
Washington. 

Since coming to the Senate in 1955 as an 
independent write-in candidate, I have made 
my principal preoccupation the preserva
tion of our freedoms, not just in one field, 
but F,ll across the board. In trying to carry 
out this mission I assigned to myself, because 
of my firm conviction that this should be 
the primary concern of all our people, I have 
had the good fortune of being able to work 
shoulder to shoulder with some colleagues 
in the Senate who, I feel, share a similar con
cern about freedom, and its preservation. 

Among those who have impressed me most 
in their concern about constitutional gov
ernment, and the preservation of our free
doms, is your distinguished and able Senior 
Senator from Florida, my good friend and 
colleague, Spessard Holland. 

It is a great pleasw-e to be here tonight, 
to join in these tributes to his courageous 
and dedicated record of service in the greatest 
deliberative body in the world. Spessard 
Holland is one of the most respected mem
bers of the Senate, and he bears a sterling 
reputation as a man of honor, of dignity, and 
of dedication to duty to his State and Na11ion. 

This great statesman possesses the basic 
qualities which are so vital in winning and 
holding the respect and confidence of his 
colleagues in the Senate, and of the people 
of the great State which he is honored to 
represent in the Senate. He is a man of 
great intellect, wisdom, judgment, industry, 
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integrity, sincerity, and courage. In my 
opinion, he is one of the ablest debaters ever 
to serve in the Senate. In addition, he is 
one of the most handsome and personable 
gentlemen in public life. All these qualities 
have played an important part in the out
standing service he has rendered as a serv
ant of his people in the State of Florida as 
county Judge, State Senator and Governor, 
and in Washington as a United States Sena
tor. 

Of all the qualities I have mentioned to
night in describing your Senior Senator, 
there is one upon which we must place a 
premium in our country today, especially 
for public servants. That quality is courage. 
Winston Churchill has well said that "cour
age is rightly esteemed the FffiST of all 
human qualities, because it is the quality 
which guarantees all others." 

Spessard Holland has demonstrated this 
priceless quality on many occasions in per
forming his duties as a Unit ed States Sena
tor. Believe me, ladies and gentlemen, it 
takes courage to vote your convictions today 
in the United States Senate. This is especial
ly true when your convictions run counter 
to the "gimme gimmicks,'' continually being 
proposed to provide more and more services 
for people, and to redirect more and more 
tax dollars out of the Treasury into the 
pockets of individuals, who are looking for 
"something for nothing,'' out of the big 
federal "grab-bag" in Washington. The easy 
course for a politician to follow in the Sen
ate, is to spend and spend with the rest of 
the crowd, and leave it to you young people 
or your children to pick up the tab at some 
future date. That is also the easy way, be
cause the political parties seem to have 
bought the old New Deal theme of "spend 
and spend and elect and elect." 

Spessard Holland is a statesman and not a 
politician. 

He has had the courage to oppose the de
mands of special interest groups, when their 
demands were not in the public interest or 
in the best interest of the preservation of 
freedom-which to me runs parallel to the 
public interest. 

He has fought to correct the corrupt prac
tices of big union bosses in the interest of 
the working people, realizing the power of 
the union bosses to work or buy their will 
in election contests. 

He has fought to preserve your and my 
personal freedoms during this period when 
conformity appears to be the order of the 
day. 

He has promoted programs and ideas to 
help our farmers be more competitive and 
prosperous, but jealously guarding their 
freedoms in doing so. 

He has stood up !or the Constitution and 
the right of the States as against usurpation 
of power and the centralization of govern
ment in Washington. 

He has spoken up against deficit financing, 
and in his voting record he has hewed to the 
line in favoring fiscal sanity and a balanced 
budget. 

He has defended our great free enterprise 
systems against the rising tide of socialism, 
and has supported bold, firm foreign policy 
proposals designed to win the struggle with, 
rather than succumbing to a socialist ac
commodation with, those forces which 
would destroy capitalism, dethrone God, and 
communize the world. 

And, he has advocated a program of na
tional defense which would insure a suprem
acy of mill tary power, and readiness to 
cope with the aggressive intention of any 
enemy power, whether it be the forces o! 
world communism, or fascism, or any other 
"ism,'' opposed to freedom for the people. 

In closing, I want to say that it is stimu
lating to me to have a part in this program, 
which tonight honors an able Senator, a 
dedicated statesman, a true patriot, a dis-

tinguished citizen, and a great and coura
geous American, my good friend and col
league, Spessard Holland. 

Mr. McCLELLAN. Mr. President, I join 
my colleagues today in paying tribute to 
Senator SPESSARD HOLLAND who has been, 
over the last 24 years, a most distin
guished Member of this body. By his 
voluntary retirement, Senator HoLLAND 
will deprive this body of his wise counsel 
and high statesmanship. He has set a 
standard of excellence that will be sorely 
missed and difficult to match. Senator 
HoLLAND is an outstanding citizen, an 
able Senator, and a great American. 
Senator HoLLAND always put country 
first and yet he represented with dig
nity' the interests of his State and his 
region of our country. 

He served his State with distinction as 
Governor during the trying war years, 
when the coast of Florida was exposed 
to constant danger due to its geographi
cal posture. In September 1946, he joined 
us in the Senate and since that time has 
contributed to the debates and delibera
tions of this body in a constructive man
ner which will be of benefit to many 
succeeding generations of Americans. I 
am sure that each manager of a bill com
ing before the Senate for debate in the 
future will miss the penetrating and in
cisive questions of Senator HoLLAND, 
which have provided in dialog much 
clarification to the legislative history of 
acts of the Congress. 

There is, of course, an instinctive kin
ship among lawyers serving in this body 
as representative of the Southern States. 
Many times there is also a common kin
ship of origin and experience in early 
childhood. Senator HoLLAND, like so 
many of us was raised in less than amu
ent surroundings. In Bartow, Fla., as in 
Grant County, Ark., the family fare of
ten consisted of a fish and game obtained 
from the then unpolluted and virgin riv
ers and forest of the South. We have seen 
a great change in the environment we 
knew in childhood, a change which 
promises to become even greater, if we 
do not act to conserve and enhance the 
quality of our environment. We can pay 
no greater tribute to Senator SPESSARD 
HoLLAND than to devote our energy and 
attention to the environment and wild
life he has loved and enjoyed. Hope
fully, during his retirement he will not 
have to witness further deterioration or 
destruction of our natural resources. I 
sincerely desire that his children and 
grandchildren will be able to enjoy the 
beauties of nature that he has enjoyed 
and treasured. 

It was my privilege to serve with him 
on the Senate Appropriations Committee 
for a number of years. Serving on com
mittees with a fellow Senator gives one 
a rare opportunity to judge his states
manship capacity and legislative ability. 
On that committee he always approached 
his duties with a sense of dedication and 
sincerity which served the welfare of our 
country according to his concepts of its 
best interest and security. 

I shall always remember SPESSARD 
HoLLAND as a sincere, articulate, and in
telligent legislator; as a gracious and elo
quent colleague during Senate debate; 

and as an experienced and capable advo
cate for those causes he deemed just. My 
life and experience have been enriched 
by having known and served with him 
and having the benefit of his views for 
many years in the U.S. Senate. 

Mrs. McClellan joins with me in ex
tending every good wish to Mary and 
SPESSARD HOLLAND for the full enjoyment 
of the years to come following his retire
ment from this Chamber, where he has 
served with such distinction and has 
achieved so much. 

Mr. CANNON. Mr. President, I know 
that the people of Nevada want me to 
participate in honoring Senator SPESSARD 
LINDSEY HOLLAND, and to convey for them 
a sense of their high esteem for his work 
here in the Senate. 

I came to know Senator HoLLAND over 
the years primarily through knowledge 
of his positions on important national is
sues and for his leadership role in help
ing resolve those issues. It was with a 
great deal of pride and respect that I 
served with the Senator on the Aeronau
tical and Space Sciences Committee for 
a number of years. I think it a mark of 
the character of Senator HoLLAND that 
other Senators could disagree with him 
on particular issues, just as they dis
agreed among themselves, but could 
agree and did agree in according Senator 
HoLLAND the utmost respect in recogni
tion of the integrity of his motives and 
the sincerity of his convictions. Such re
spect transcends the issues and it tran
scends ephemeral public opinion. 

Mr. President, my initial respect for 
Senator HoLLAND was quickly allied with 
sincere admiration-a result attributa
ble, in part to his devotion and concern 
for the people of Florida. The senior Sen
ator from Florida has served his con
stituents and the Nation very well for 
over 20 years in the Senate. The Sena
tor's desire to serve has been coupled with 
an insight into history and a capacity for 
action which enabled him to play a key 
role in one of the most productive eras 
the Congress of the United States has 
ever known. 

For those of us who came to the Sen
ate when his star was already in its as
cendancy, he was a teacher and an in
spiration. He tutored us, just by being 
himself, in the art of eloquence, the skill 
of advocacy, the art of compromise, and 
the power of persistence, Senator HoL
LAND is first rank. The Senate will miss 
his presence here and we will all remem
ber him well. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, when 
the new Senate convenes in January, 
there will be missing from its ranks a man 
whose career has spanned two world 
wars and a troubled peace. Born in the 
last century he has risen to meet the 
challenge of this century with strength 
and conviction I refer, of course, to SPES
sARD LINDSEY HOLLAND WhO Will retire at 
the expiration of the fourth term to 
which he was elected by the people of 
Florida. 

Senator HoLLAND's varied career has 
included teaching, pra cticing law, and 
serving his country first as a soldier, 
later as a Governor of one of her sov
ereign States, and for the past quarter 
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century as a U.S. Senator. His contri
butions to the work of such committees 
as Agriculture and Forestry, Appropria
tions and Aeronautical and Space Sci
ences are known to us all. We will miss 
him. 

Mr. SPARKMAN. Mr. President, I wish 
to join with my colleagues in the Senate 
in paying tribute to SPESSARD HOLLAND 
who is voluntarily retiring from the Sen
a te. 

Senator HoLLAND entered the Senate 
on September 25, 1946. I entered on No
vember 6, 1946, just 6 weeks later. I 
was attracted to Senator HOLLAND from 
the first by h is interest in and his dedi
cation to his work as a Senator. He was 
diligent and thorough, always mastering 
the facts of any legislation on any situ
ation with which he dealt. 

For a time I served on the Public 
Works Committee with Senator HoLLAND. 
He was one of the most effective mem
bers of that committee. Of course I have 
observed his work here in the Senate. 
He is always well prepared on whatever 
legislation is up for consideration and 
always expresses his views clearly and 
forcefully. 

Different Senators have expressed fa
vorably on his watchfulness and effec
tiveness in matters affecting the welfare 
of his State. I believe that is not only 
the duty and expectation of every Sen
ator but that it results in the best inter
est of the Nation as a whole, a Nation of 
great expanses, of diverse interests, and 
of able, and similar representation of 
all the areas and interests of our country. 

Senator HoLLAND had a remarkably 
successful record before coming to the 
Senate. The same hard work and great 
ability on his part that brought about 
that success h ave served to continue that 
great career of success here. He has 
been a great and fine representative of 
a gr eat State. 

We regret to see him leave. I should 
say that we regret to see the great team 
of Mary and SPESSARD HOLLAND leave the 
Senate. We shall bid them Godspeed and 
wish for them both good health, great 
happiness and success throughout many 
years of retirement. They have well 
earned it all. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, for 24 years 
SPESSARD HOLLAND has exemplified what 
we of the South like to regard as a true 
southern gentleman. 

He represents the ultimate in terms of 
honesty, sincerety, truthfulness, courage, 
diligence, devotion to duty, kindness, and 
sympathy for persons and things. 

The people of Florida did not act ca
priciously when they sent him to us. 
They sent us a great wartime Governor 
whose background in State affairs even 
prior to becoming Florida's chief execu
tive had already earned him impressive 
credentials. They sent us a man whose 
record as a volunteer pilot in the early 
days of aviation serving his Nation on 
and over the battlefields of Western Eu
rope confirmed his heritage. 

In this body he acquired the reputa
tion of a conservative in the best mean
ing of the word--one who would preserve 
the better things of the existing order. 
His service here has in fact to a con
siderable degree saved for this Govern-

ment its first fundamental-the right of 
people to govern themselves. 

For the right of self-government in this 
Nation is vested in the people at the State 
level. Our cities and counties are crea
tures of our State government. The same 
is true of our national Government. Thus 
wherever the States are stripped of their 
power, then the people whose effective 
vote is at the State level, have lost their 
power to govern themselves. 

SPESSARD HOLLAND realized this and he 
fought against a theory advanced by 
judicial unsurpation to the effect that 
the national Government existed prior 
to the States and that as a consequence 
the timetable of sovereignty of the United 
States followed from the top down rather 
than from the bottom up. 

The tideland saw the Holland Act re
store to the States of this Union the sub
merged lands within their historic 
boundaries. This was more than an act 
to vest title to submerged land. It was 
an act to restore sovereignity to the peo
ple of America. 

George Washington, in his farewell 
address, warned us of those who would 
change our laws and destroy our institu
tions by usurpation. SPESSARD HOLLAND 
has been a sturdy rampart across their 
path. His logical, penetrating mind has 
personally thrown back the force of their 
attack, his eloquence has exposed the 
folly of their purpose. 

Yet as persistently as SPESSARD HOL
LAND has fought to preserve all that is 
good about America, as much as he has 
been a part of the southern establish
ment, he has led the way to needed and 
desirable changes to make America ful
fill its purpose and accept the challenge 
of a changing world. 

The proper method for the repeal of 
the poll tax as a condition of suffrage 
was by means of a constitutional amend
ment. The amendment is now a part of 
our Constitution. We can proudly call it 
the Holland Amendment in tribute to the 
man who insisted that the issue should 
be resolved, not by usurpation, but by 
the method provided in the Constitution. 

Alaska and Hawaii are today States 
of a greater Nation because men of the 
South were willing to join with statesmen 
of other parts of the Nation to make 
it SO. SPESSARD HOLLAND provided the 
leadership to encourage southern Sen
ators--including me-to join in bringing 
about that worthy extension of American 
democracy. 

The thousands of good things achieved 
by Senator HoLLAND in this would fill 
volumes, never would we find a single 
item unworthy of a great statesman. 

SPESSARD HOLLAND'S service here has 
been supported by his beloved wife Mary. 
Together they have shared many en
deavors and many interests. It has 
always impressed me that the two of 
them have enjoyed birdwatching. Their 
friends have enjoyed noticing the inter
est that each of them has demonstrated 
in seeing an unusual and beautiful bird. 
I have often noticed how SPESSARD, on 
spying a rare specimen, would express 
the desire that Mary would share his 
pleasure. 

This interest in things, as well as 
people, is typical of this devoted couple. 

Together they have made a life which 
any young couple would hope to parallel. 

Many of us hoped to dissuade SPESSARD 
HoLLAND from retiring. We did not pre
vail. He was firm in his decision as he 
always has been. Perhaps he was right. 

SPESSARD HOLLAND leaves here capable 
of much more good work, still possessed 
of his brilliant intellect. He hangs up his 
gloves as the undefeated champion. 
He will remain one of the Senate's all
time greats. 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, during 
my brief time in the Senate I have been 
privileged to serve with the distinguished 
senior Senator from Florida on the Sen
ate Agriculture Committee, and as a re
sult of this close relationship I have 
gained the very highest regarci for his 
sense of fairness, for the wide extent of 
his knowledge, and especially for his ded
ication to and understanding of the 
legislative process. 

Senator HoLLAND's long experience in 
the Senate coupled with his distinguished 
prior service to the people of Florida has 
equipped him ideally to cope with the 
many important problems which his 
growing State has in its relationship with 
the Federal Government. The people of 
his State have shown extremely good 
judgment by keeping Senator HoLLAND 
in their service over these many years. 

Mr. President, I regard Senator HoL
LAND as one of the finest men and ablest 
government leaders I have ever known. I 
am proud to add my voice to the others 
in commending him and his splendid 
work to his State and to our country 
and in wishing him complete happiness 
in his new endeavors. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I am 
grateful for this opportunity to express 
a few words of appreciation for the long 
and distinguished service of the senior 
Senator from Florida, SPESSARD HOLLAND. 
It has been my privilege to serve with 
Senator HOLLAND as a member of the 
Agriculture Committee for the past 8 
years. During all that time, he has always 
demonstrated personal consideration and 
courtesy toward me even when we were 
in sharp legislative disagreement. 

There are three qualities about Senator 
HoLLAND that I especially admire. 

First, I keenly appreciate his unfailing 
respect for the Senate as an institution. 

Second, I admire his steadfast devotion 
to the process of self-government. 

Third, I appreciate the reliability of 
his word. He has the rarest virtue of 
absolute personal integrity. 

I shall miss Senator HoLLAND and his 
lovely wife Mary. But I do wish for each 
of them many more happy years together 
in their retirement. 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTATION 
AND RELATED AGENCIES APPRO
PRIATIONS, 1971-CLOTURE VOTE 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem-

pore. The Chair lays before the Senate 
the pending business. 

The time between now and 11 a.m. is 
under control, on the motion to invoke 
cloture with respect to H.R. 17755, the 
conference report on the Department of 
Transportation and related agencies ap
propriations, 1971. Time is equally ell-
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vided between the distinguished Senator 
from Nevada <Mr. BIBLE) and the des
ignee of the minority leader, the distin
guished Senator from Arizona (Mr. 
GOLDWATER) . 

Who yields time? 
Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I yield my

self 3 minutes. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from Nevada is recog
nized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, we move 
along now into another chapter of the 
Department of Transportation and re
lated agencies appropriations bill, and 
obviously, primarily into the area of the 
SST. 

Time is limited. Twenty minutes is 
under my control and 30 minutes is 
under the control of the minority leader. 

I have discussed this with the minority 
leader and his designee, the distin
guished Senator from Arizona <Mr. 
GoLDWATER), and we are in agreement 
that the time should be equally divided 
between myself and the designee of the 
Senator from Arizona, and the Senator 
from Wisconsin <Mr. PROXMIRE), who 
has been the leader in the SST fight. So 
this obviously limits the discussion, but 
15 minutes of that will be under my 
control and 15 minutes of that I will 
yield to the Senator from Wisconsin and, 
I understand, that is exactly the same 
method which the minority leader will 
use. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Nevada yield? 

Mr. BIBLE. I yield. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. That is precisely 

what the minority leader instructed me to 
do, and I shall yield 15 minutes to the 
Senator from Wisconsin <Mr. PROXMIRE) 
and retain 15 minutes for our own use. 

Mr. BIBLE. I thank the Senator. Now 
I obviously will be very brief. I think that 
everything has been said and resaid in
sofar as the SST is concerned. We have 
discussed the pros and cons over the 
months and, yes, over the years. It seems 
to me that this is a program which 
should go forward. It is a program that 
is approximately eight and one-half 
years along its way on a 12-year pro
gram, with $800 million out of a projected 
$1.3 billion. 

We are discussing today the confer
ence report that came back as a result 
of the conference between the Senate 
and the House, and that is the issue that 
is at stake here today. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
STEVENSON) . The time of the Senator 
from Florida has expired. 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I yield my
self 1 additional minute. 

The PRESIDINI OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Nevada is recognized for 1 ad
ditional minute. 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, the prob
lem is a difficult one because, in a nut
shell, what is involved here is that one 
side wants to kill the SST and the other 
side wants to keep it alive. 

Notwithstanding all the statements 
that have been made, we found the House 
conferees extremely adamant. They want 
to keep the SST alive. The opposition 
wants to kill the SST. That is the prob-

lem we face now, to try to resolve this 
dilemma. 

There is also at stake, as we are well 
aware, many other items, some $2.7 bil
lion in new budget authority and some 
$4 billion-plus in trust fund moneys that 
are necessary for control towers, high
ways, the Coast Guard, urban mass 
transit, and many other areas. These are 
the problems with which we are faced 
today. 

Mr. President, I now yield 15 minutes 
or such time thereof as he desires-he 
has the full 15 minutes, of course-to the 
distinguished Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Maine (Mr. MUSKIE). 

PRIVILEGE OF THE FLOOR 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that staff members of 
the Public Works Committee and such 
additional staff members as may be nec
essary be permitted in the Chamber. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
STEVENSON). Without objection, it is SO 
ordered. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, since the 
Senate voted to delete funds for the SST, 
supporters of the SST have said that 
termination of the program threatens 
America's economic stability and tech
nological leadership. President Nixon 
himself painted a dark pictur~the loss 
of 150,000 jobs and a crippled aerospace 
industry. 

Cancellation of the SST program at 
this date will not mean the loss of 150,000 
jobs. That figure represents the level of 
employment at full production and in
cludes allowances for employment among 
the manufacturers of support equipment 
and in other associated areas. Full pro
duction would be many years in the fu
ture. The allegation that 150,000 jobs are 
at stake now is a hoax. 

In fact, Department of Transportation 
statistics indicate that a maximum 8,000 
workers are employed during the current 
prototype phase; less than 1,000 would be 
employed on the SST program at the 
end of this phase. These are the jobs 
that are at stake. 

It is important that these workers con
tinue to be employed. And it is important 
that as many of these jobs as possible 
remain in the aerospace industry, a sec
tor of the economy hard hit by changes 
in our national priorities. 

But it is not important that these 
workers build an SST. That project is 
as much a waste of their talents as it 
is a waste of our money. 

The men and women of the aerospace 
industry have helped America gain tech
nological leadership not only in aviation 
and space, but in many other areas as 
well. This industry is known for its ex
pertise in advanced research and en
gineering, systems development and 
management and for its innovative 
leadership. These skills could help solve 
our pressing urban transportation crisis. 

Many contend that the Boeing and 
General Electric technical and produc
tion capabilities cannot be readily 
adapted to the design and construction 
of urban transportation systems. But the 
two most striking characteristics of the 

industry point to the opposite conclu
sion. 

First, the Department of Transporta
tion itself is now finding that aerospace 
talents are directly and almost immedi
ately transferable to other areas requir
ing high technical expertise and systems 
analysis capability. In fact, it was DOT's 
forceful argument of this point that per
mitted the Department to take over the 
Cambridge Research Center from the 
National Aeronautics and Space Admin
istration. The Center and its employees, 
once working on sophisticated space 
technology, are now working on solutions 
to our urban transportation dilemmas. 

The Department also has current con
tracts with research firms such as 
RAND, the Institute for Defense Analy
sis and MITRE. These firms had little 
experience in nonmilitary work until de
fense and space budget retrenchments 
forced them to apply their talent in other 
fields. 

Other aerospace and defense firms 
have found it possible to change as our 
priorities have changed. The North 
American Rockwell Corp. has a DOT 
contract to develop a high-speed urban 
tracked system. The Rohr Corp. is build
ing cars for the Bay Area Rapid Tran
sit in San Franciscco and an air cushion 
vehicle for France. The Garrett Research 
Corp. is developing a linear induction 
motor, and United Aircraft built both the 
vehicles and the propulsion system for 
the Boston-New York Turbotrain. 

These aerospace concerns have found 
that dependency on aerospace con
tracts--such as the SST-is neither the 
way of the future in transportation, nor 
the key to their corporate survival. There 
is no reason to keep that knowledge from 
Boeing and GE. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
yield the Senator from Maine 2 addi
tional minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Maine is recognized for 2 ad
ditional minutes. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, the sec
ond characteristic of the aerospace in
dustry that indicates great flexibility is 
the high rate of turnover among scien
tific and technical employees. These pro
fessionals, who comprise most of the 
workforce, stay with one company for 
an average of less than 3 years. This 
transferability of workers among com
panies, the highest of any tndustry in 
the Nation, is the result of workers fol
lowing contracts from company to com
pany. Few contracts have had as lengthy 
a term as the SST contract; the indus
try could absorb its termination. 

More than money will be wasted if the 
SST project is continued. The valuable 
expertise of the aerospace industry and 
the skills of its workers will be paid by 
public funds to develop a plane the pub
lic does not want and does not need. 

So, Mr. President, I w111 vote against 
cloture because I think that only in this 
way can we effectively stop the momen
tum which has been built by these pur
chases, and which will continue if the 
conference report is approved by Con
gress. 
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The second good reason for voting 
against cloture, I think, is to stimulate 
the leaders on both sides of this argu
ment to work out a substantive compro
mise. Without a vote turning down clo
ture today, the prospects for that com
promise will vanish. 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I yield 2 
minutes to the Senator from Michigan. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Michigan is recognized for 2 
minutes. 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, as one who 
has been troubled by rule XXII on sev
eral occasions, I want to make clear in 
the RECORD why I shall vote for cloture. 

I would like to believe that I have never 
sought to persuade the Senate to apply 
cloture on any proposition until the issue 
was fully discussed and clearly under
stood. But I have argued that once that 
point in time has arrived, the Senate 
should be permitted to act. And I have 
meant what I said in argument and will 
apply it to my vote now. As one who op
poses the SST lock, stock, and barrel, 
I am caught in a very difficult 
dilemma. 

I cannot persuade myself that we do 
not know our position on the SST and 
that everything that needs to be said has 
not been said. 

Whether it is a civil rights bill, a super
sonic transport, or the time of the day in 
Timbuktu, there is a priority that at
taches to permitting the majority of the 
Senate to vote. 

I hope that in January those who feel 
frustrated by the difficulty of getting to a 
vote will join those of us who have long 
sought to modify rule XXII. 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I yield 3 
minutes to the junior Senator from 
Washington. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
junior Senator from Washington is rec
ognized for 3 minutes. 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, I want 
to say a few words on the question of 
employment. 

The real issue facing the Senate in 
connection with the SST and employ
ment does not involve the question of 
diversification or converting the aero
space industry into other areas. The Boe
ing Co. converted from military work to 
the production of civilian aircraft and 
other products a number of years ago. 

The issue before the Senate is whether 
American workers will build this plane 
or whether those jobs are going to be 
done by the working people of France, 
Britain, and Russia. 

This would not be a question were it 
not for the fact that the SST is already 
flying in Britain, France, and Russia. 

So, we have a choice of whether Amer
ican workers are going to do those jobs. 

I, of course, believe that there should, 
where appropriate, be a gradual con
version in the aerospace industry to 
other areas in which they can render 
service to the public and to the econ
omy. This applies to the shoe industry 
and to other industries seeking protec
tionist legislation. Why should not these 
industries convert as well? But, Mr. Pres
ident, why does not this same argument 
apply to shoes? Should not shoes be man
ufactured abroad, too? 

Opponents of the program are saying 
that this plane can and should be manu
factured abroad. Why should not shoes 
and other products which are before the 
Senate in connection with the trade bill 
also be manufactured abroad so that the 
American consumer can get those prod
ucts at lower prices? 

I point out again to my colleagues 
that one of the major issues before the 
Senate is whether American workers are 
going to build this plane or whether it 
is going to be built by British, French, 
or Russian workers. That is the same 
argument, the identical argument, that 
the protectionists use in connection with 
the trade bill. 

Second, as one who has always sup
ported cloture, I must say that I am a 
little disturbed by some of my colleagues 
who are going to vote against cloture 
should take this position on adoption of 
a conference report--a situation where 
there is no justification for extended 
debate. 

Mr. President, the SST has been de
bated over and over again. It was de
bated when the bill was being considered 
in the House and when it was being con
sidered in the Senate. 

We are now asked to apply cloture to 
a situation in which the leaders of the 
opposition have announced they are 
going to talk it to death. What more 
notice do we need as a condition prece
dent to voting for cloture than the situ
ation that which now prevails in the 
Senate? 

Mr. President, I hope that the Mem
bers of the Senate will see to it that this 
matter comes before the Senate for a 
vote by voting for cloture. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. Who yields 
time? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
yield 15 minutes to the distinguished 
Senator from Wisconsin. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Wisconsin is recognized for 
15 minutes. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I yield 
5 minutes to the Senator from TIIinois. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I can well 
understand the frustration and concern 
felt by the citizens of this country when 
they observe the U.S. Senate bogged 
down in a seemingly endless, confusing 
controversy over major issues such as 
social security increases, the SST, the 
trade bill, and the Family Assistance Act. 
But sometimes the people stand to ben
efit most when action is not taken if 
the action might belli advised. 

I can recall Charlie Halleck, the former 
minority leader 0f the House, when he 
described the 88th Congress as the big
gest do nothing Congress in the history 
of the country. He said, ''The country 
is probably better for it." Sometimes the 
country is better off if we do not adopt 
a particular measure or pass a particu
lar bill. 

I do believe that many of the matters 
pending before the House and the Sen
ate today involve such enormous con
sequences that no action may well be 
a price well worth paying to avoid pe
nalizing our citizens for generations to 
come. 

I happen to believe the trade bill is 
one example. Another example is the 
SST. 

Mr. President, I would like to refer 
very briefly to the legislative history of 
the SST. First, it was begun by Presi
dent Kennedy in 1963 with the state
ment: 

In no event will the Government's share 
of the SST program go above $750 million. 

With this appropriations bill, we will 
have invested $920 million in the SST. 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, I con
sider this matter as highly important. 
Will the Chair see that we have quiet 
in the Chamber? I can hardly hear the 
Senator from Tilinois, sitting a few feet 
from him, because of tht:l disturbance in 
that corner. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I thank 
my distinguished colleague, the Senator 
from Mississippi. 

The Department of Transportation ap
propriation bill passed the House on 
May 27. The Senate subcommittee re
ported the bill on November 25, some 6 
months after the House action was taken, 
spending four times as long considering 
the bill than was spent on the next most 
time-consuming bill. In the interim, five 
other appropriation bills cleared the 
House and Senate--Agriculture, Public 
Works, Labor-HEW, District of Colum
bia, and Military Construction. 

The Senate voted down the SST on 
December 3 by a margin of 52 to 41. 

The conference committee was ap
pointed. Those of us who oppose the SST 
feel very strongly it was stacked against 
us in the House--which did by a small 
majority carry the SST. But among Sen
ate conferees the majority of those who 
favor the SST outnumber those whoop
pose it, which we believe to be in viola
tion of the Senate rules. 

The conference reported a $210 mil
lion "compromise" funding for the SST. 
By doing so it rejected the Senate man
date and it will make the SST more ex
pensive, by the admission of the Secre
tary of Transportation who indicated 
that delays would double the cost. There
fore, this costly compromise growing out 
of the $80 million in the end will cost 
$160 million more. 

We all know that delays cause inef
ficiency and that the effects of inflation 
jack up the ultimate cost. I urge the 
Senate to bite the bullet, to make a deci
sion, which the Senate has made, and 
the decision is "go" or "no go"-to be or 
not to be. 

As far as the American public is con
cerned, they are clearly determined that 
this does not stand up in the order of na
tional priorities. If I were to list the ur
gent needs of this country, I could not 
imagine including the SST, the finding 
of a way to move a relatively limited 
number of people above the speed of 
sound. I could not imagine that it would 
even get on a list of national priorities 
much less be funded at this level. 

Therefore, I recall the statement made 
by former President Kennedy that this 
Government should not put in any 
money above $750 million. If this bill is 
approved, the Government share would 
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be $900 million, and we are a long way 
from completion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield 2 additional 
minutes to the Senator from Illinois. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from lllinois is recognized for 2 ad
ditional minutes. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I urge that 
the cloture motion be defeated. I say 
that first of all because there has not 
been a filibuster in the traditional sense. 
There have been no dilatory tactics or 
delaying quorum calls. I would call my
self a leader on the Republican side in 
connection with the SST. I think this is 
the first speech I have given since the 
conference report and I have spoken per
haps a total of a half hour on the :floor 
heretofore. 

This is not a filibuster in the tradi
tional sense. There has been an effort to 
air the issues which, because there are 
so many questions left unresolved, re
quire appropriate debate and discussion. 

The conferees :flagrantly ignored the 
Senate's mandate and thus, the present 
debate is necessary to uphold the will of 
the majority. 

In conclusion I think that what is at 
the core of all the controversy surround
ing this bill and the others which are 
being made the subject of long debate 
is whether our priorities are going to be 
reordered for all Americans or for the 
benefit of relatively powerful special in
terest groups and individuals. 

There is no military need for this 
plane. If there were that would be quite 
a different thing. But when the military 
cannot see any benefit from moving men 
or materiels at this speed, with the cost 
factor involved, I cannot see a commer
cial justification for it. 

The American people deserve the best, 
most forward looking, most progressive 
legislation we can give them, and they 
deserve more consideration than they 
have been geeting in this case. 

If that requires longer debate, so be it. 
The future of this country and the abil
ity to reorder our national priorities are 
worth the price of some extended debate 
in this matter. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from Ala
bama. 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, I am op
posed to the SST. I voted against the 
$85 million appropriation last year and 
voted against the $290 million appro
priation this year. If we get an oppor
tunity to vote on the conference report, 
I will vote against the conference report 
and for instructions to the conferees that 
they insist upon the Senate position in 
voting against the SST. I do not favor 
the cloture motion. I do not favor seeing 
the Senate tell the opponents of the SST 
that they must vote on the conference 
report. I am prepared to vote. I would 
like to vote, and I hope that an agree
ment can be made later for a vote. I want 
to see a vote, and have not engaged in 
the filibuster to prevent a vote. 

It is encouraging to see some very dis
tinguished recruits to the noncloture po
sition. I am delighted to see the senior 
Senator from lllinois <Mr. PERCY), the 

distinguished senior Senator from Wis
consin <Mr. PROXMIRE), and the dis
tinguished Senator from Maine (Mr. 
MusKIE) take the position that cloture 
should not be invoked in this case. I 
hope they have enlisted for the dura
tion and that they are going to take this 
position next year when an effort will be 
made to amend rule XXII. 

Mr. President, I oppose the cloture 
motion and I will vote against applying 
cloture with respect to the conference 
report on the Department of Transpor
tation bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield 5 minutes to 
the Senator from Arkansas. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arkansas is recognized. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. Mr. President, I was 
glad to hear the distinguished Senator 
from Alabama say what he did. Actually 
the history of cloture was that in the be
ginning, in the early stages, it was always 
the minority, which was at that time 
considered the progressive or the liberal 
element, that utilized it. It got a bad 
name only in that period when civil 
rights was the controversial issue here 
and that alienated, I think, or caused 
many people to get the wrong impression 
of the significance of it. 

I certainly shall oppose forced cloture. 
I have on nearly every occasion I can re
call in the history of the Senate opposed 
cloture. 

The senior Senator from Georgia (Mr. 
RussELL) used to make the most elo
quent and persuasive argument here. He 
usually made it on a high plane-and 
that is what is involved in this case
with respect to the preservation of the 
system under which we operate, because 
the Senate is a very important element. 
Much was said about the Senate being 
the only legislative body in the world in 
which this tradition of extensive debate 
if one wishes, prevails. ' 

While it can be abused and perhaps 
has been abused, he used to make a much 
better argument than I could make now 
even if I had an hour to do so and not 
just 5 minutes. But it is far more im
portant than the issue of the SST, or 
any other, that we preserve the Senate 
as a functioning institution, and about 
the only one left which is not completely 
at the domination and the subjection of 
the executive department. 

When we look around the world to
day, we find that this is about the only 
Government that still exists in which 
the executive is separated from the leg
islative. All the others have turned into 
dictatorships. When there has been no 
separation the executive compares with 
the President of the Senate and directs 
and influences the legislative. As tt is, 
we are isolated from the President to a 
great extent. We communicate with him 
through the press, television, and indi
vidual statements, but I think it is ex
tremely important beyond the signifi
cance of the SST that the Senate grow 
and that our Government be preserved. 

In this case, in connection with the 
SST, there has not been any delaying 
action. The Senate has spoken on the 
merits and decided on the merits that 

the SST at this time is not in the national 
interest. 

Under our traditions we appoint con
ferees. The tradition is that the conferees 
should represent the sentiment of the 
Senate. That tradition is followed more 
in the breach than in actuality. The truth 
of the matter is that in many cases the 
conferees do not represent the sentiment 
of the Senate, in my opinion. They did 
not here. And so they go to conference, 
and a few men, especially those in the 
Approp.riations Committee-and I will 
come to that at a later stage-especially 
if the senior members happen not to 
agree with the Senate, are in a position 
to undo what the Senate has deliberately 
decided is the policy of the Senate, after 
debate, without the pressure of cloture, 
as to what the proper policy is. 

I think if we give in and accept cloture 
and accept a vote, in which the SST is 
simply part of a much bigger bill in 
most of which all of us are interested-'-

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. May I have 2 min
utes? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield 2 minutes to 
the Senator from Arkansas. 

Mr. FULBRIGHT. In which we are all 
interested-! guess 90 percent of the 
Members of the Senate are for the rest 
of the bill-! think it will put us in an 
intolerable position. Rather than do that 
it strikes me a better alternative would 
be to adopt a continuing resolution for 
all the Department of Transportation 
or if there is a way to separate the SST 
item from it and have another debate 
if Senators like, on the SST in the next 
Congress, not under the gun of its being 
charged as a filibuster when we are not 
filibustering, that woul'd be a better way. 
There have not been more than 2 or 3 
~ours of debate, at the most, on this item 
smce we acted on it before. 

But beyond that, all Senators aside 
from what they think about the SsT or 
any one of these specific provisions 
should be interested in preserving th~ 
Senate's role. 

One comment about last night. It was 
a most interesting closed $ession. At the 
moment I accepted the idea that the 
Senate was showing up badly in the eyes 
of the public, and even in our own eyes. 
When I got home and started thinking 
about it, I rejected that idea. I think 
what the Senate is doing now is stirring 
itself, trying to reassert its traditional 
role in our Government, and that is to 
have some infiuence on the course of 
events on most important national 
policies. 

There seems to be the idea that if, for 
some reason or another, the House is 
adamant, the Senate must give in. Again, 
history shows, when that is done, all 
upper bodies, whether they were called 
senates or comparable bodies, have be
come ceremonial bodies, just like the 
House of Lords. If we do not stand up 
that is what the Senate will become and 
you will have a nice, prestigious job'wtth 
absolutely no responsibility. 

Mr. BIDLE. Mr. President, I yield 2 
minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Washington <Mr. MAGNUSON). 
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Mr. MAGNUSON. First, Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent to have printed 
at this point in the RECORD an editorial 
which appeared in this morning's Wash
ington Post. 

There being no objection, the edi
torial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

THE Fn.musTER SENATE 

For some years this newspaper has con
tended that the Senate is not a modern leg
islative body because of its toleration of un
limited debate. During the last few weeks the 
Senate itself appears to have proved the 
point beyond the shadow of a doubt. 

The filibusters in the lame-duck session 
have been of the mini variety, but their re
sult has been to throw the legislative pro
gram into a state of deep confusion and frus
tration. The Senate has been literally unable 
to cope with several of the great issues of the 
day because a few of its members insist on 
thwarting the majority wlll. There was a 
time when the word "filibuster" conjured u~ 
images of long-winded Southerners talking 
a civil rights measure to death. Now it is tht:; 
commonest tactic of liberals and conserva
tives alike and of tiny factions as well as 
large minorities. 

Despite the great pressure on the Senate 
to clear its congested calendar in the few 
clays that remain, Senators Fulbright ancJ 
Gravel held up the foreign aid bill for two 
days in a futile effort to convince their col
leagues that the proposed $255 mlUion in 
aid for Cambodia would lead to a commit
ment to the present regime in that country 
even though the legislation Itself would pro
hibit the President from sending in any 
ground troops or military advisers. Fortu
nately a vote was finally permitted. The Sen
ate has been further plagued by threats of 
extended debate on the trade bill and on 
the conference report involving the contro
versial SST project. This newspaper has op
posed both the trade bill and the SST, but 
we do not condone stringing out the debate 
so as to prevent a vote. 

The basic trouble is, of course, that the 
Senate has dawdled along through most of its 
1970 session. Several long filibusters when the 
pressure was less intense left it with an un
manageable burden as the end of the session 
approached. Undoubtedly many of its debates 
were highly educational, to use the eu
phemism customarily employed by the fili
busterers themselves. The seven weeks of dis
cussion of the Cooper-Church amendment to 
limit the war in Cambodia, for example, was 
of truly na..tiona.l significance. Yet the fact 
remains that a legislative body confronted 
by a mountain of vital issues can no longer 
afford the luxury of unlimited debate on 
anything. 

Nor is there any real hope in the cloture 
rule which can be invoked only on a two
thirds vote. It 1s rather an invitation to the 
obstructionists to keep on talking. One of 
the most constructive proposals to come be
fore Congress in recent years-the proposed 
constitutional amendment for direct eleg
tlon of the President-failed a few months 
ago because the Senate majority in favor of 
it could not muster a two-third vote to end 
a filibuster. In our view, the SenaJte's first 
order of business in 1971 should be reform 
of its cloture rule. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, the 
Senator from Arkansas just mentioned 
that this has been a short discussion, and 
not a filibuster, or perhaps an educational 
discussion, or whatever one wants to call 
it. I p~oposed yesterday, in the closed 
session-there was not anything particu
larly secret about it--to those who op
posed the Department of Transportation 
appropriation bill, that they might agree 

upon a time certain to vote. It could be 
next week. It could be January 2. We 
would give them all the time they want. 
They rejected that suggestion. 

For many years I have voted to have 
the Senate come to a vote after what was 
in my mind a reasonable time for debate. 
The question of filibuster is a relative one. 
It is a question of whether now we have 
got to the point where a minority in the 
Senate wants to tie up the majority, 
whether it be on the SST or anything 
else. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. May I have 2 more 
minutes? 

Mr. BIDLE. Mr. President, I yield the 
Senator from Washington 2 more 
minutes. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I naturally have an 
interest in this. We had a conference. If 
the Senator thinks that when we appoint 
conferees they are supposed to go to con
ference and sit in the conference and 
demand that the Senate's position be up
held, then when the House conferees up
hold their own position, we will never 
have a law passed in the Congress. A 
compromise is supposed to be just that
it is a compromise. 

The Senator from lllinois said we did 
not compromise. We did. Some people do 
not like the compromise. I have been on 
many conferences on appropriations. I 
have never yet been able to satisfy every
body. But we tried to reach a compromise 
consistent with the views of each body. 
It was an honest conference. Conferees 
on the Department of Transportation 
appropriation bill are not appointed 
simply on the basis of their position on 
the SST. That is only one minor part of 
the bill. The big point in the conference 
was the matter of mass transit, and that 
is important to me, and to all of us, and 
it is important throughout the country. 
I have fought for it many times. Some of 
the conferees who were for the SST were 
against that. Is that correct? 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, if the Sen
a tor will yield to me, I will take only 1 
minute on our time. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I do not have 
enough time. 

Mr. PERCY. On our time. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I will yield on the 

other side's time. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I yield 

1 rhinute. 
Mr. PERCY. When I use the word 

"compromise" I could not now put into 
verbalization the language I used at that 
time, because I gave those notes to the 
reporter and they were in quotes, but I 
can say it is no compromise as far as I 
am concerned. When it comes to dilatory 
tactics, it was by the proponents of the 
SST, who refused to let the Senate con
sider it because they did not want the 
proponents of the SST taking a position 
on it before the election. They tried to 
protect them from taking a position on 
the SST. That is where the dilatory tac
tics were. We have had less than 1 hour's 
debate on this issue on the floor. That is 
not a filibuster. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I think the Senator 
from Michigan put it well. I have no 

qualms about voting for cloture. I have 
always wanted the Senate to work its 
will. I guess I have voted for cloture more 
than any other Member of this body, 
after a reasonable time for debate, so 
the Senate could work its will. Many Sen
ators who are now going to vote against 
cloture have voted for it at other times. 
That is their business. I could put into 
the RECORD a record of the votes that cer
tain Senators cast on cloture in the past, 
but that is their problem. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. May I have half a 
minute? 

Mr. BIDLE. I yield half a minute to the 
Senator from Washington. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. May I say this to 
the Senator from Maine? We are con
cerned about our balance-of-payments 
deficits. I am concerned about American 
industry. But here is the most amazing 
thing: The one thing we have that is 
the most exportable is airplanes-cash on 
the line-and we are superior to every
one in the world in that. It is the most 
positive aspect of our balance of trade, 
also. 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I will in
sist upon staying within the time limita
tion. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. All right. I do not 
know how one can take one position on 
this and one on other issues. 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, may we 
have this discussion at some other time? 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I want to say I am 
going to vote for cloture. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, may we have order in the galleries, 
in the Chamber, and especially in the 
rear of the Chamber? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
will be order in the Senate and in the 
galleries. 

Mr. BffiLE. Mr. President, I notice by 
the clock that we have 20 minutes re
maining. How much time do we have left 
on each side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One min
ute remains to the Senator from Nevada, 
13 minut~s remain to the Senator from 
Arizona, and 8 minutes remain to the 
Senator from Wisconsin. 

Mr. BIDLE. Mr. President, I reserve 
my 1 minute. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
yield 2 minutes to the Senator from 
Alaska (Mr. STEVENS) . 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I have 
never voted for cloture, but I intend to 
do so today. There is much more in this 
bill than the SST. There is money in it 
for controllers, there is money in it for 
CAB carrier payments, there is money 
in it for the Alaska railroad. I do not 
see how we possibly could hold up all of 
the increases that are in the bill-

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, may we 
have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. Conversations will 
cease. 

Mr. STEVENS. I do not see how we 
could hold up all the increases involved 
in the bill because of the dispute that 
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exists between the House and the Senate 
on the SST. 

The House of Representatives has three 
times said it wants the SST. By a narrow 
margin the Senate decided not to fund 
the SST program. In the process of the 
conference, the committee approved a 
lower funding for the SST. 

I think the SST appropriation itself 
is miniscule in relationship to the rest 
of the benefits of this bill, and suggest 
that those who oppose the SST can work 
their will next year if they decide to do 
so. But I believe this measure should go 
ahead. I can state very clearly that if we 
cannot get cloture on a bill of this magni
tude and importance to all the trans
portation industries of this country, then 
I think rule XXII has to be changed, and 
I shall assist in seeking to do it next 
session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 
yield myself 4 minutes. 

Mr. President, for the first time in my 
career as a U.S. Senator, I put my name 
to a petition for cloture, and I shall, for 
the first time, and maybe the last time, 
vote for it. 

I have a reason. Mr. President, I have 
sat through almost all of the debate, if 
we can call it that, on this issue. I was 
subjected to the pressures last fall, when 
we left here-and I think that is where 
this SST got in trouble-when conser
vation groups-and I am a member of 
nearly every one of them-met with Sen
ators when they went home, and started 
relating mythology as it applies to 
ecology. 

Mr. President, I have studied in this 
field most of my life. I have spent 41 of 
my 61 years flying. I have done some
thing no one else in this body has done: 
I have been up there. I have flown at 
81,000 feet, at 3.1 mach, and I can tell 
this body there is nothing happening 
there that will harm the ecology of this 
world of ours. Nature itself, Mr. Presi
dent, does more damage to our environ
ment than man does or man ever will
not that man does not add to it; he does. 
But to say that the SST is going to cause 
the icecaps to melt, is going to cause 
ozone to form, is going to circle this earth 
with moisture, is nothing but pure un
adulterated poppycock. 

Mr. President, I shall vote for cloture 
for that reason. I have heard a lot here 
about what supersonic flight will do. We 
have had 538,000 supersonic flights in 
this country. That works out to about 
107,000 a year, about 10,000 round trips 
to the nearest shores of Europe a year, 
or about 25 a day. And, Mr. President, 
there has never been one single com
plaint lodged with the military, which 
has made these flights, by the scientists 
or by any interested citizen. 

Yes, we get an occasional complaint 
about the sonic boom. I live in probably 
the most heavily boomed part of the 
country, with maybe 20 to 50 a day, and 
I will have to say it is not pleasant, but 
you get used to it. I am not using that 
as a defense, but we are making prog
ress in this field of the sonic boom, and 
I think we will some day have it down 
to the point where it is not objectionable 
at all. 

I think this discussion throughout has 
been more on an emotional basis than 
on a basis of science and facts. I look 
on this aircraft as a research and de
velopment project, and I think we would 
be utterly stupid to stop it. It may be true 
that the airlines do not want it tomor
row, or next year; but some day, some 
year, some airline in this world is going 
to want an SST, and if they have to buy 
that aircraft from Russia, from West 
Germany, from England, from France, 
or from Japan, the United States is go
ing out of the subsonic aircraft business, 
and we will then have lost the last major 
industry that we dominate in this world. 

Mr. President, we have heard about 
sideline noises. We have not even de
veloped the engine yet; how can a scien
tist tell what the sideline noises will be? 

I can tell you what I have heard. I 
have listened to a simulation or a 
mockup, and the engine noises of the 
SST are 4 decibels lower than the ap
proach noises of a 707. You cannot tell 
the difference in 4 decibels. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
nator's time has expired. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield myself 1 
more minute. 

You cannot tell the difference in 4 
decibels, but you can in 12. And this 
engine, theoretically at least, will develop 
12 fewer decibels on takeoff, in commu
nity noise, than the 707. And I might 
add, Mr. President--! wish we could have 
the chart in here but we cannot--that 
the community noise level of the SST as 
projected will be less than that of the 
727, the 707, or any of the smaller jets. 

Mr. President, I intend to vote for 
cloture for the first time in my life on this 
measure, because I think we have passed 
the area of commonsense, and are deal
ing entirely in emotion here, and in facts 
that cannot be substantiated. 

I ask unanimous consent, without in
ferring any reflection on the two Sena
tors, to have printed in the RECORD at this 
point in my remarks a diagnosis that 
has been made of the statements of Sen
ators NELSON and HUGHES contained in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD Of Decem
ber 17, 1970, to point up what I have been 
trying to bring out. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows : 
RESPONSE TO SENATORS' NELSON AND HUGHES 

STATEMENTS CONTAINED IN THE DECEMBER 
17, 1970, CoNGRESSIONAL RECORD (PAGEs 
42092 THROUGH 42190) 

SENATOR NELSON 
Statement 

We know the Department of Tra,nspor
tation has to be funded. There is a very 
simple answer to that: Pass a continuing 
resolution, fund the Department of Trans
portation without the SST funds in it. As a 
matter of fact I suppose there would be no 
problem with bringing up a continuing res
olution with the SST fund in it and then 
having a vote as to whether we include it in 
or not. We will vote again and get the deci
sion of the Senate again to eliminate the SST 
funds , which we would do, and pass the con
tinuing resolution. It ls our responsibility. 
Let us not hold the Department of Transpor
tation budget as hostage because we have 
some people who insist on the other side that 
we have to have funds for the SST. 

Response 
SST Program critics have ignored and con

tinue to ignore the benefits of the SST while 
carrying on a. campaign to "kill it" at any 
cost. 

The 87th through 81st Congresses con
ducted 15 separate appropriation hearings on 
the SST and in each case concluded thwt the 
public value was justified. To date, $708 mil
lion in appropriations have been voted for 
this program. The program has been reviewed 
nine times by the special committees of the 
House and Senate-a. total of 24 Congres
sional reviews. In addition, support for the 
program has been expressed within the past 
60 days by all affected members of the Presi
dent's Cabinet as evidenced by their letters 
which have been made a. part of the Senate 
Subcommittee appropriation hearings. 

The Executive Council of the ~IO 
during its session on 3 August recognized the 
employment benefits of the SST by adopting 
a supporting resolution which its President, 
Mr. George Meany proVided for the record. 
However, the SST's potential benefits are 
manifold and not just limited to some 50,000 
direct jobs in the aircraft industry and 100,-
000 or more supporting activities as implied. 
In addition to providing substantial employ
ment, national benefits will be realized in all 
areas of economic life of the Nation; in help
ing to maintain a. strong, competitive aircraft 
and airline industry, contributing techno
logical techniques in manufacturing and ma
terials applicable throughout all industry and 
providing a positive contribution to the U.S. 
balance of payments through the export trade 
account. 

Also, the importance of the SST in provid
ing service to the public and in relieving air
ways and airport conjestion is further em
phasized by the fact that in 1985 fewer SST's 
will carry as many passengers as the total 
1969 Free World Traffic. 

Statement 
I agree with that sentence, too. He con

tinues: 
But there would have been no question 

about continuing the present experimental 
program except for the political power of the 
conservationists lobby on Capitol Hill. 

I agree with that sentence, too. In fact I 
am thrilled by the idea that the environmen
tal issue has come of age in this country and 
that it is going to be considered henceforth. 
It is going to be woven into the discussion 
of every technological development we get 
involved in henceforth. It is a. historic de
velopment in the dialog about the status of 
the human and all other species. Everybody 
should be pleased that it has happened. 

Now, I shall read the next sentence. 
The arguments of the conservationists are 

weak because they are very largely unproven. 
Well, that is the sentence with which I 

disagree, that the arguments are weak be
cause they are unproven. It is true that some 
of the arguments are unproven, and others 
are so obvious that it would hardly take any 
more proof to conclude that the enVironmen
tal consequences are serious. 

Response 
The Office of SST Development has been 

and is well aware of the environmental con
cerns relative to the SST. 

First of all it should be established that 
the Office of SST Development is in full ac
cord with Mr. Train who is the Chairman 
of The President's Council on Environmental 
Quality when he says that further study is 
necessary. From the outset, the SST develop
ment program has taken into account a. num
ber of concerns about the environment. Re
cently more questions have been raised and 
many theories postulated. However, accord
ing to existing data. and available evidence, 
there is no eVidence of likelihood that SST 
operations will cause significant adverse ef
fects on our atmosphere or our environment. 
That is the considered opinion of the scien-
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title authorities who have counseled the gov
ernment on these matters over the past five 
years. Nevertheless, the desired degree or 
certainty about these matters has not been 
attained and, for this reason, we have formed 
an Environmental Advisory Committee com
posed of some of the most knowledgeable at
mospheric specialists in the United States 
to further explore and advise on these mat
ters. The Committee will suggest and plan 
research in any areas where lack of informa
tion, doubts or uncertainties still exist. 
Where further research is necessary, it Will 
be conducted so that more concise answers 
w1ll be available in the 1973-1974 time pe
riod. This assures that before U.S. SST pro
duction is initiated the most expert scien
tist in the United States will have available 
pertinent information and definitive data 
necessary to determine whether or not en
vironmental degradation could result from 
any SST fleet operations. 

Statement 
Just 10 yea.rs ago a very great lady, Rachel 

Carson, wrote a book called "Silent Spring." 
You all remember that. Rachel Carson raised 
the alarm that we are polluting and de
grading the environment worldwide by the 
indiscriminate use of pesticides and herbi
cides. It was a great book. 

The entomologists and many others at
tacked her. They said she was not qualified 
to reach those conclusions; she was a foolish 
alarmist; her case was unproved. She was 
attacked all across the country by the chem
ical industry, the herbicide industry, the 
pesticide industry, agriculture authorities, 
scientists of all kinds. They attacked Rachel 
Carson because her case was unproved and 
she exaggerated-a terrible exaggeration, 
they said. 

I remember the issue very well because 6 
years ago I introduced a bill to ban the use 
of DDT, and I could not find any Senator 
who would cosponsor it. 

Re!1ponse 
Rachel Carson is deserving of substantially 

more recognition than has ever been ac
corded her efforts. She did a service for man
kind in pointing out a potential problem 
and research was undertaken as a result of 
her efforts. She has in a very real sense 
contributed in a positive sense to the struc
turing of the SST program. This is a program 
in which the research is being undertaken 
before the decisions are reached. 

Statement 
Senator PROXMmE has made a most 

thoughtful and telling case against it from 
a budget and financial feasibUlty aspect. 
He has made a superb case. But he lost 
all those lonely battles until the environ
ment got involved. 

Response 
The financial and environmental aspects 

of the SST program are favorable when 
viewed in their proper perspective. 

In fact the SST program has a consistent 
record of congressional support as evidenced 
by the following: 

1. The 87th through 91st Congresses con
ducted 15 separate appropriation hearings 
on the SST and in each case concluded 
that the public value was justified. To date, 
$708 million in appropriations have been 
voted for this program. The program has 
been reviewed nine times by the special com
mittees of the House and Senate-a total of 
24 Congressional reviews. In addition, sup
port for the program has been expresEed 
within the past 60 days by all affected mem
bers of the President's Cabinet as evidenced 
by their letters which have been made a part 
of the Senate Subcommittee appropriation 
hearings. 

2. It should also be noted that: The Ex
ecutive Council of the AFL-CIO during its 
session on 3 August recognized the employ
ment benefits of the SST by adopting a sup-

porting resolution which its President, Mr. 
George Meany provided for the record. More
over, Congress has continually recognized 
that the SST's potential benefits are mani
fold and not just limited to some 50,000 di
rect jobs in the aircraft industry and 100,-
000 or more in supporting activities as im
plied. In addition to providing substantial 
employment, national benefits will be real
ized in all areas of economic life of the Na
tion; in helping to maintain a strong, com
petitive aircraft and airline industry, con
tributing technological techniques in manu
facturing and materials applicable through
out all industry and providing a positive 
contribution to the U.S. balance of payments 
through the export trade account. 

Additionally the importance of the SST 
in providing service to the public and in 
relieving airway and airport congestion is 
further recognized by the fact that in 1985 
fewer SST's Will carry as many passengers 
as the total 1969 Free World traffic. 

The environmental concerns over the SST 
are to a great extent a red herring. Two 
prototypes are not going to disturb this 
planet's environment. The environmental 
impact statement submitted by the Depart
ment of Transportation also indicates there 
is little to be concerned about with a fleet 
of SST's. In any case, the two prototypes 
and parallel study programs are expected to 
resolve prior to production whether any of 
the concerns are real. 

Statement 
What kind of a priority is that? 
I do not really care whether my old pal, 

who has to suffer the consequences of going 
to London three times a year on business 
for his corporate clients, is saved 3 hours each 
way or not. That does not matter very much. 
Who is going to ride it? Its only virtue is 
speed. That is all; it has no other virtue. And 
that virtue has already been compromised; 
because you cannot fly it over the land at 
supersonic speed. Everyone concedes that. 

Response 
To put the role of American air travellers 

in proper perspective it should be noted that 
air travel is considered a dominant mode of 
travel which is continually growing. In 1969 
over 50 million citizens (25 % of U.S. popula
tion) travelled by air. In 1985 it is esti
mated that over 151 mlllion citizens will be 
travelling by air. 25 million on interna
tional routes planned to be serviced by the 
SSTs. Without a new generation airplane 
having the productivity and capability of 
the U.S. SST the demand for larger fleets 
would have significant repercussions on air
ways congestion, airports, airlines and on 
fare levels and traffic growth. 

Advantages of the SST are not limited 
solely to saving time for air travellers. The 
importance of the SST in providing service 
to the public and in relieving airways and 
airport congestion is further emphasized by 
the fact that in 1985 fewer SST's wlll carry 
as many passengers as the total 1969 Free 
World traffic. Further, the SST's potential 
benefits are manifold. They will provide sub
stantial employment, national benefits which 
will be realized in all areas of economic life 
of the Nation; in helping to maintain a 
strong, competitive aircraft and airllne in
dustry, contributing technological tech
niques in manufacturing and materials ap
plicable throughout all industry and provid
ing a positive contribution to the U.S. bal
ance of payments through the export trade 
account. 

Finally with regard to SST productivity 
and profitability it should further be em
phasized that SST economic studies for the 
past several years have been based on the 
assumption that SST operations will be re
stricted because of the sonic boom. The 500 
SST base market estimate prepared for the 
FAA by the Institute for Defense Analyses, 
was based on this assumption as was Boeing's 

analysis of 142 major international routes 
that resulted in a 515 market by 1989. More
over, the 500 SST market was based on a 
1966 traffic forecast that is already 25 per
cent below actual traffic in 1969. Updated 
traffic distribution by length of route and 
more accurate income distribution data, 
when combined with a revised traffic fore
cast, produce a new market estimate for 
the SST 50 percent higher than the original 
500 SST estimate. 

Statement 
Will it change the migration of great flocks 

of the Wide varieties of birds that fly all 
over the world, between the continents; that 
migrate from North to South and East to 
West, from island to island in the Pacific, 
from Canada to South America and from 
South America to Africa? What w111 hap
pen? Will it change their flight patterns, 
throw them off course? Who knows? 

Will they fly into an area where every 30 
minutes, there is a sonic boom 50 miles 
wide at 132,000 pounds per acre? Does any
body know whether it will turn them around, 
whether they can stand that buffeting? In 
tact, they will get hit with a slug about their 
own weight. The Canadian goose would get 
hit with more than that because he is much 
bigger than a square foot. What Will hap
pen? Nobody knows. So let us go ahead and 
do it and find out. After all the argument 
that they may be seriously affected is un-
proven. 

Response 
To date there have been better than 538,-

000 hours of supersonic flight accumulated 
using various types of aircraft. The Depart
ment of Transportation has checked with 
the Department of Defense where most of 
this flight time has been accumulated, and 
there is no evidence to indicate that mi
grating birds have been affected in any way 
whatsoever. One of the purposes of the pro
totype program f'or the SST is to develop 
answers which will afford the basis for sub
sequent decisions. This applies to the envi
ronment, to the ecology areas, as well as to 
commercial production of a fleet of super
sonic commercial transports. 

Statement 
On top of it all, I have not even seen a 

word from anybody, even the scientists
not a word about the delicate life systems 
on the surface of the ocean. They are part 
of that great living body, that little area 
just along the surface, where tens of bil
lions of Uttle insects and other living 
creatures exist and breed and are used and 
eaten by other marine creatures. Wlll it 
affect them? Nobody knows. So, since the 
case is unproven, let us try it. 

What has happened? We are now well on 
our way to the final destruction of the pro
ductivity of the oceans of the world. There 
is not any doubt about that. The question is, 
How many years? That is the question, not 
whether it will happen, but when w111 it all 
be over. And it will all be over unless we 
reverse the trend of the deterioration of the 
ocean's environment. 

Ruponse 
The Office of SST Development has dealt 

with this and other questions extensively. 
The sonic boom w1II not be heard along the 
entire route of the SST as it must fly sub
sonically at each end of its flight for approxi
mately 100 miles when approaching and 
leaving coastal airports. Hence, life in these 
coastal regions cannot be affected. With re
gard to the possible effect of the SST sonic 
boom on marine life, Dr. John C. Calhoun, 
Chairman of the National Academy of Sci
ences Committee on Oceanography, informs 
us that-"A substantial amount of work has 
been done on the effects of explosions in air, 
which demonstrates clearly that acoustic en
ergy is transmitted very inefficiently from 
the atmosphere to the ocean. Other experi-
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ments on attempts to influence fish acousti
cally are trivial if detectable." 

A special report to the Secretary of In
terior also indicates that it seems unlikely 
that the pressures from sonic boom could 
have any effect on aquatic life, especially 
"since the overpressures from sonic booms 
are much less than differences in pressure 
between the top and bottom of a. small ocean 
wave." 

For more than 20 years, m11lta.ry aircraft 
have been conducting extensive supersonic 
operation off the East and West coasts of the 
United States, as well as other ocean areas 
throughout the world. To date, no Govern
ment agency including the Air Force, Navy 
and the Coast Guard have received any sonic 
boom complaints or damage claims resulting 
from this overocean supersonic operation. 
During this period of time, boats and ships 
of all classes, fishing industry operations and 
the like have been frequently exposed to 
sonic boom with no adverse effect on them. 

Statement 
Well, it does not do any good to build 

these two prototypes, for they Will prove 
nothing. Teey are not going to prove any
thing about the stratosphere. We already 
have all kinds of m111tary planes that fly 
faster than this one. They can be put up in 
the stratosphere. We do not need to b}llld 
a. prototype to prove what will happen up 
there. I strongly doubt that very much can 
be proved up there, in any event. You can 
just go ahead and do it and find out whether 
you have created a world of disaster. Be
cause what you are dea.l1ng with at 65,000 
feet is the very fragile, very stable atmos
phere, and we do not have a great deal of 
knowledge about it. 

Response 
Nowhere has it been claimed tha.t the 

sole purpose of the SST is to prove out 
the effects on the stratosphere. 

First and foremost the objective of the 
Supersonic Transport Program is to develop 
a. commercial supersonic airliner which is 
safe for the passenger, economically sound 
for the world's airlines, and whose operat
ing performance is superior to that of any 
comparable airplane. The program is an in
vestment intended to insure the continued 
growth and prosperity of a vitally important 
sector of the National economy-air trans
portation. 

This objective must be accompllshed 
within constraints imposed by the Govern
ment to protect U.S. and world citizens. 
Protection is not limited to passengers' 
safety of flight but includes protection of 
world citizens from potential hazards of 
noise, environmental pollution, sonic boom 
and possibly other yet unknown phenome
non. 

If there were nothing more to be learned 
about the environment than could be learned 
using current equipment and if sufficient 
data were available from the suggested 
sources, there would be no environment 
questions concerning the SST. However, since 
there is nothing available that can dupli
cate the SST flights, and since the environ
mental questions continue to exist, there 
appears to be no substantiation to Senator 
Bayh's claim. 

Now insofar as the employment aspects 
are concerned, it has already been demon
strated and continues to be demonstrated 
at this very moment that you cannot develop 
programs and put people to work in them 
just by saying so. 

We do not have "all kinds of m111tary 
planes that fly faster than this one" and 
we have none that can sustain supersonic 
1llght at SST ranges. There are none of the 
SST size that can exceed the speed of sound. 
While we do not believe there is any prob
lem in sustained supersonic flight at SST 
altitudes, the only aircraft that came any-

where close ro be1ng able to gather data 
are the Concorcte and TU-144. 

Statement 
It is like the SST. They say if we stop pro

duction it wi~ not make any difference be
cause someone else will fly it. If the Russians 
and the British and French are going to 
build their OOncordes and their TU-144's 
and fly them in the stratosphere and pollute 
the earth with sonic booms, let us join them. 
If they are going to engage in destruction, 
we have to join in destruction, too. 

So, the jurisdiction is in mankind. If there 
is an issue here which is important-and 
there is-and which involves all mankind, 
it is that the environment is shared by all 
mankind. We all share a. part of the same 
environment in the oceans and in the atmos
phere. So, we share a responsib111ty. 

We are the only creature that intrudes in
to the environment, degrades it, and de
stroys it for other creatures. We have a 
responsibllity to protect the environment 
and we are risking great danger if we go 
ahead and deploy the SST. 

Response 
First of all, to my knowledge, no one from 

the Department of Transportation has ever 
stated that we s-hould join with the Rus
sians and the British and French for the 
express purpose of polluting the earth with 
sonic boom as these statements imply. This 
is an absolute distortion. 

Now in the area of jurisdiction it is agreed 
that this rests in mankind, who should act 
responsibly. Our people have taken the lead 
in spons-oring research efforts in order to 
resolve the many unknowns associated with 
such a program as this. We are acting re
sponsibly toward mankind's interests and 
to suggest that our effort be halted would 
be to act irresponsibly. 

Statement 
The only purpose to build the two is to 

build 500 and if they build two, do not 
forget the race is on because if we build 
it the French and the British will feel they 
have to build it and subsidize it, if neces
sary, and the same is true of the Russians; 
but if we do not build it and tell them that 
they cannot land it here in this country the 
ball game is over. It is not really very im
portant to spend money to find a quicker 
way to send about one-tenth of one-hun
dredth of 1 percent of the population, or 
whatever it is, to Europe. 

Response 
First and foremost the objective of the 

Supersonic Transport Program is to develop 
a commercial supersonic airliner which is 
safe for the passenger, economically sound 
for the world's airlines, and whose operating 
performance is superior to that of any com
parable airplane. The program is an invest
ment intended to insure the continued 
growth and prosperity of a. vitally important 
sector of the National economy-air trans
portation. 

This objective must be accomplished with
in constraints imposed by the Government 
to protect U.S. and world citizens. Protec
tion is not limited to passengers• safety of 
flight but includes protection of world citi
zens from potential hazards of noise, en
vironmental pollution, sonic boom and pos
sibly other yet unknown phenomenon. 

Statement 
Mr. President, I think the testimony of 

Dr. Richard Garwin, which starts on page 
1623, should be put in the RECORD in full, 
because 1 can tell from the mall I get that 
people around the country do not know that 
the President's scientific committee came out 
against it. I get letters from people saying, 
"What kind of a. nut are you? You do not 
know anything about engineering flight. You 
are trying to stop progress. Your environ
mental questions do not amount to any-

thing. You cannot solve them until you get 
the supersonic transport." 

They do not know that the head of the 
scientific committee for the President is on 
our side. So I think we ought to put it in 
the RECORD s-o that everybody can have a. 
careful look at what Dr. Garwin said. 

Response 
While we value every man's opinion, let 

us look at the opinion of many distinguished 
s-cientists throughout the country. 

The following statement, prepared by the 
President's Science Adviser, Dr. Edward E. 
David. Jr., has been endorsed by a. group of 
distinguished American scientists who op
posed the action of the United States Senate 
in denying funds to continue experimental 
work on the Supersonic Transport Aircraft: 

"The recent Senate Action denying funds 
for experimental work on the Supersonic 
Transport represents the wrong approach in 
dealing with new technology. Our society 
must not suppress technological advances, 
but through research, development, and ex
perimentation make sure that those ad
vances are obtained without undesired side 
effects. Instead of canceling work on the SST, 
we should mount a. vigorous program of ex
perimentation aimed not only at solving the 
technical problems of economic supersonic 
transportation but also at assuring no unde
sirable effects." 

The following eminent scientists have ex
pressed individual support for this state
ment (affiliations are given for identification 
purposes only) : 

Dr. Harold M. Agnew, Los Alamos Scientific 
Laboratory, Los Alamos, New Mexico; Dr. Er
nest W. Anderson, Iowa State University, 
Ames, Iowa; Dr. Charles A. Barth, University 
of Colorado, Boulder, Colorado: Dr. Raymond 
L. Bisplinghoff, National Science Founda
tion, Washington, D.C; Dr. Robert A. Char
pie, Cabot Corporation, Boston, Massachu
setts. 

Also, Seymour J. Deitchma.n, Institute for 
Defense Analyses, Arlington, Virginia; Dr. 
Stark Draper, MIT Instrumentation Labora
tory, Cambridge, Massachusetts; Dr. Eugene 
Fubini (formerly ffiM), Washington, D.C.; 
Dr. Thomas Gold, Cornell University, Ithaca, 
New York; Dr. Robert Milton Howe, Univer
sity of Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan. 

Also, Dr. Richard H. J'ahns, Stanford Uni
versity, St~mford, California; Dr. William W. 
Kellogg, University of Colorado, Boulder, 
Colorado; Dr. Winston E. Koch, Bendix Cor
poration, Detroit, Michigan; Dr. Eric B. 
Kraus, University of Miami, Coral Gables, 
Florida.; Dr. Paul W. Kruse, Jr., Honeywell, 
Inc., South Hopkins, Minnesota. 

Also, Dr. Helmut D. Landsberg, University 
of Maryland, College Park, Maryland; Dr. 
Frank T. McClure, Johns Hopkins University, 
Silver Spring, Maryland; Dr. Wllliam G. Mc
Mlllan, Jr., The Rand Corporation, Santa. 
Monica, California; Dr. Ruben F. Mettler, 
TRW, Inc., Redondo Beach, California; Dr. 
Rene H. Mlller, Massachusetts Institute of 
Technology, Cambridge, Massachusetts. 

Also, Dr. Wilbur R. Nelson, University of 
Michigan, Ann Arbor, Michigan; Dr. William 
A. Nierenberg, Scripps Institution of Ocean
ography, LaJolla, California; Frank A. Parker, 
Jr., Research Analysis Corp., McLean, Vir
ginia; Dr. Walter 0. Roberts, Univ. Corp. At
mospheric Research, Boulder, Colorado; Dr. 
Leonard S. Sheingold, Corporate-Tech. Plan
ning, Inc., Waltham, Massachusetts. 

Also, Dr. Chauncey Starr, University of Cal
ifornia, Los Angeles, California; Karl V. Stein
brugge, Pacific Fire Rating Bureau, San 
Francl.sco, California; Dr. Henry S. Stlliwell, 
University of Illinois, Urbana, Illinois; Dr. C. 
Guy Suits, Crosswinds, Pilot Knob, New 
York; Dr. Edward Teller, University of Cali
fornia, Berkeley, California. 

Also, Dr. Frederick E. Terman, Stanford 
University, Stanford, California.; Dr. Milton J. 
Thompson, University of Texas, Austin, 
Texas; Dr. G. L. Von Eschen, Ohio State Uni-
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versity, Columbus, Ohio; and Dr. Eric A. 
Walker, Pennsylvania State University, Uni
versity Park, Pennsylvania. 

SENATOR HUGHES 

Statement 
We would be ill-advised 1f we took on faith 

the assurance that SST's would be banned 
from flying over land areas of the United 
States. We would be derelict in our duties if 
we neglected to press for this legislation even 
before we vote to appropriate any funds for 
the SST. I do not want the Senate to be put 
in the position next year, 1f funds for the 
SST are somehow continued, of being told 
that our restrictions are to be disregarded 
because the money we had spent on the SST 
would be wasted unless it was allowed to fly 
over land areas. 

Response 
The President and the Secretary of Trans

portation have stated that supersonic flight 
which would produce a sonic boom will not 
be permitted over the United States. Since 
that pronouncement in September 1969, the 
FAA has issued a Notice of Proposed Rule 
Making which clearly establishes that sonic 
booms will not be allowed over land in this 
country. 

An addition to the President's statement 
and the FAA proposed rule concerning sonic 
boom, Public Law 8-4547 prohibiting flights 
by commercial aircraft at sonic-boom produc
ing speeds over the United States, its estu
aries, islands and territories has been passed 
by the Senate, and awaits only action by the 
House. 

Statement 
The most important consideration in the 

minds of the people who have written to me 
has been the predicted impact of the SST on 
the environment. What damage the SST wlll 
do to the upper atmosphere remains an un
answered question. What damage the sonic 
boom will cause is more certain, because we 
have decided to ban such boom-causing 
flights over our own land. More research 
needs to be done on these questions, of 
course, but I believe that the wise policy is 
to ask and answer the questions first--then 
make any decision to go ahead with pro
duction of a potentially dangerous plane. 

Response 
The Chairman of the Working Group on 

Climatic Effects at the referenced MIT-spon
sored meeting was Mr. W. W. Kellogg, Director 
of the Laboratory of Atmospheric Sciences 
of the National Center for Atmospheric Re
search. In a letter to the Director of SST 
Development, Mr. Kellogg made the follow
ing pertinent observations which tend to dis
pel the "expressed great concern" . . . 

"The purpose of this letter is to clarify 
some of the conclusions of the report of the 
Study on Critical Environmental Problems 
(SCEP, commonly known as the MIT Sum
mer Study)." 

"It seems that one particular statement 
in our report has been misunderstood by the 
press, and I would like to make the record 
perfectly clear." 

"Nowhere have we indicated that we be
lieve the SST development should be held up 
or delayed pending the results of this study." 

Additional information which should al
leviate concerns and uncertainties associated 
with the program is contained in a memo
randum to the President from Mr. Russell E. 
Train, Chairman of the Council on Environ
mental Quality. It states in part: 

"As my testimony before the Joint Eco
nomic Committee sought to make clear, the 
concerns and uncertainties which this 
Uouncll has identified relate solely to the 
possible future operation of a fleet of com
mercial SST's. The two prototype SST com
mercial aircraft, as proposed by the Admin
istration, would not in themselves give rise 
to any significant environmental problem." 

Statement 
My point is that we have not yet sunk 

as much as other nations into building an 
SST. Those nations, understandably, want 
to justify and protect their investment. They, 
like many of our own contractors, want to 
try to capture the supposedly large market 
for SST's. We in America, however, do not 
need the SST for our fine aircraft industry 
to survive. Even if the greatest hopes of 
these nations were fulfilled-and they built 
a popular SST while we did not--our own 
loss would be relatively minor: At the most 
an outflow of money to those nations and 
the failure of some jobs to materialize. Those 
are minor problems, in my opinion, because 
we could easily make up the difference in 
foreign sales and domestic employment by 
turning our aircraft industry to the equally 
promising fields of short-takeoff-and-landing 
and vertical-takeoff-and-landing aircraft. 

Response 
Aside from the statistics which totally 

disregard the true impact on people in terms 
of career disruptions, family dislocations, 
school considerations, etc., the prototype 
phase of the program is being conducted 
only to demonstrate the viability of the pro
duction aircraft. In the production phase, 
the SST will provide 50,000 direct jobs and 
more probably concern 150,000 jobs. These 
will entail high paying employment for 
skilled craftsmen in an area in which the 
United States is dominant. 

To default the SST program will export 
this employment and the benefits which 
accrue as a result of such employment to 
foreign countries. That we should strive to 
move from a position of dominance to one 
of lesser stature hardly appears a reason
able approach to solving employment prob
lems of this country. 

Apparently the British and French who 
are building the supersonic Concorde air
craft are not in agreement that an SST will 
be regarded as not being useful and desir
able by society. 

What really happens when a U.S. SST is 
replaced by a Concorde? The demand for 
goods and services in the U.S. economy is 
finite and in a competitive economy a finite 
number of employees are required to pro
duce those goods and services. The loss of 
U.S. SST sales would result in loss of both 
primary and indirect employment oppor
tunities. 

From all indications, forfeiture of the long
term SST program, in favor of higher imme
diate welfare expenditures would be a "penny 
wise-pound foolish" policy. In 1968 the net 
contribution to the U.S. balance of payments 
from aerospace product exports was $2.6 bil
lion, of which $2.1 billion was in civil aircraft 
and aircraft parts. Without a market follow
on to the large-capacity subsonic jets, that 
export advantage will recede and the eco
nomic benefits of U.S. aviation leadership 
will decline or disappear. 

Looking only at the aircraft trade account, 
the balance of trade impact has been revised 
from the 1969 estimate of a $17 billion swing 
from the trade effect with a U.S. SST pro
gram to the effect without an SST program. 
The swing in the aircraft trade account un
der realistic assumptions is now estimated to 
be almost 100% greater or $30 billion. 

The greater balance of trade impact reflects 
several more realistic business considerations. 
Without a U.S. SST, a Concorde II design 
with better economic potential is highly 
probable. There are indications this may oc
cur in any event. The consortium producing 
the A-300B is estimating sales of 400 air
planes, excluding U.S. airlines, but are no 
doubt counting on sales to U.S. carriers as 
replacement for the 727-200 and the DC-9-30 
when traffic density necessitates. 01fset 
agreements providing for participation by 
foreign manufacturers in U.S. programs are 

currently in effect for over $2 billion, and 
should be at least this much in the period 
to 1990. 

The higher impact on the balance of trade 
reflects the sales appeal of a family of air
craft offered by foreign manufacturers, the 
Concorde/ A-300B/Mercure. Without an SST, 
U.S. industry will be offering only a 747 ;tri
jet family. There are no plans at present to 
produce any other advanced jets, particu
larly designs that would be competitive with 
the A-300B and the Mercure. It is very likely 
that U.S. airlines will be interested in the 
two-engine airbus and the 134-seat Mercure, 
in view of sales prices that will probably be 
below those of the jets now offered by U.S. 
manufacturers. 

Regarding probable production of V/STOL 
and STOL airplanes to replace the SST Pro
gram, the industry is still looking for a 
breakthrough in the design of an economi
cally viable aircraft. The noise and other en
vironmental problems resulting from opera
tions at close-in airports near urban centers 
are more formidable than those facing the 
SST, and the amounts of Government in
vestment involved could be much greater. 

Statement 
Pollution of the upper atmosphere wa.s 

only one of the drawbacks of the SST. The 
other environmental argument has been the 
physical and emotional damage which the 
noise of the planes might cause. Already we 
are blanketed by too many loud noises. Con
stant sonic booms would be unnerving, to say 
the least. The sideline noises during take offff 
would be at least three to four times louder 
than current standards and at least four to 
five times louder than the current 747's. 
Those figures come from Russell Train, 
Chairman of the President's Council on Envi
ronmental Quality. Another scientist, Dr. 
Rich-ard Garwin, predicted the astonishing 
and frightening figure of noise equal to the 
simultaneous takeoff of 50 jumbo Jets. 

Response 
In keeping the noise issue in perspective, 

it should be kept in mind that the prepon
derance of noise complaints originate from 
the community as opposed to airport noise. 
The U.S. SST will actually be only half an
noying as today's 707 and DC-8, over the 
communty and today's sideline noise con
cerns are relatively new in airport consid
erations. For example, no airport in the free 
world presently requires sideline noise lim
itations. Emphasis has been on approach and 
take-off noise. In this regard, testimony was 
offered by the Director of the SST Program 
in his appearance before the Senate Appro
priations Subcommittee as follows: 

"I had the head of the Port of New York 
AUJthority come down and talk to us recently. 
He assured me that at JF'K they have yet to 
have their first civil complaint on sideline 
noise. Every complaint they have ever had 
has been over the community. 

"This is a good point to make, because 
we must not get so fascinated with a tech
nical rule that we think sideline noise will 
be so bad that the SST is untenable. There 
is no evidence yet as to what the proper 
sideline noise level of acceptance really is. 

"We have just guessed at it in the rules 
for subsonic jets," ... 

However, long before the U.S. SST is built 
the FAA will have rules governing noise. 
The very existence of the Conoorde which 
is scheduled for commercial service in 1973, 
will make such rules mandatory. In fact, side
line and community noise standards for su
per.:>onic aircr·aft are in the process of being 
developed through Advance Notice of Pro
posed Rule Making (ANPROM) issued 6 Au
guest 1970 (Published in Federal Register 
[35 F.R. 12555J , 

Statement 
How much will this project cost? We have 

spoken many times of the expense figur~ 
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and I have heard a lot of them quoted again 
today. The official estimates, of course, were 
only $1.3 billion. When we look at what good 
could be accomplished through just a few 
million dollars in neighborhood health cen
ters, or job retraining, or drug treatment 
programs-it is shocking that we can so 
easily say "only" $1.3 billion. That estimate 
has now been increased by $150 million be
cause of secretary Volpe's statement that 
any decrease in fiscal year 1971 funding 
would increase costs on a 2-to-1 ratio. 

These figures, themselves, grossly ~der
state the probable costs. Again relymg on 
past experience with cost overruns, which 
have been so ably documented by senator 
PROXMIRE, we can feel confident in predicting 
that the ultimate cost to the Government of 
an SST program would be at least $3.5 billion 
and perhaps as much as $7 billion. 

Response 
The $1,283 million estimate is the govern

ment estimate and not the contractors. The 
contractors, Boeing and GE, are not in agree
ment with this government estimate and be
lieve that the cost will be less. They are still 
planning to their lower figures and schedul
ing November 1972 as first flight date. 

On this point the President of Boeing, 
Mr. T. Wilson presented his position in a 
letter which has been made a part of his 
testimony. The letter states in part: 

"I would state further on this subject that 
there is no overrun of program cost estimates 
at this time, nor any critical schedule slip
page. As a matter of interest we are com
pleting one of our major flsoal '70 objectives, 
that being the design and construction of 
the full-scale Class II structures mock-up 
within schedule and budget." 

To further assure that SST cost targets 
will be met the following elements of the 
overall cost management system provide the 
confidence that cost overruns above this 
number will not occur. 

1. The contracts require early notification 
of any potential overrun in any funding pe
riod and the Government is not obligated to 
fund the overrun but can terminate the 
program. 

2. The contracts require notification of any 
estimated deviation from total cost of 5%. 
I! the Government elects not to proceed with 
the program, the contractor is refunded only 
a portion of his share. 

3. The contractors share 25 % of all allow
able costs over their cost incentive points. 
This same cost sharing arrangement is passed 
on to many of Boeing's first tier major sub
contractors. 

4. There is no escalation clause that would 
allow the cost incentive point to change with 
price level increases. 

5. There is no limit to manufacturers li
ability-no ceiling on the amount they may 
be required to share. 

6. The contractor and OSTD management 
control systems are predictive and provide 
sufficient information to forecast probable 
program outcome. 

7. Program cost data are available to the 
Congress and deviations from planned ex
penditures are subject to Congressional Re
view. 

Certain witnesses have expressed "their 
opinions" or "beliefs" about the SST program 
costs increasing. Such statements ignore the 
fact that expenditures of both contractors 
have consistently run below and are currently 
below the predicted expenditure levels. More 
significantly, overlooked is the !act that all 
cost overruns require the contractors' rate of 
cost expenditure to increase 150%. It is un
likely that the manufacturers would vigor
ously proceed with this program or assure the 
Administration of their financial forecasting 
1! there were any reasonable possib1Uty of a 
substantial additional financial burden. 

The welfare problem of the 1970s derives 
from the planning of the 1960s. We must not 
default on the forward-looking programs un-

der development now, but must recognize 
that benefits to the public will be delivered 
in the 1980s. The SST is such a program; it 
provides jobs, national revenues and a 
healthy induS>try in the 1980s in return for a 
"loan" to the industry in the 1970s. The pri
ority of preserving and nuturing seed corn 
for future crops must always outweigh the 
desire to satisfy immediate hunger pangs. 

Statement 
The huge anticipated cost of the SST is 

only part of the problem. Let us remember 
who is paying the cost-the American tax
payers-all of us together. Everyone is foot
ing the b1ll despite the fact that very few 
people will ever be able to fly in these pl·anes. 

SST's will not be permitted to fly within 
our own country. Not thl8.t many people fly 
overseas. And the high purchase price and 
tremendous operating costs make it unlike
ly that we will see any lowering of prices. 
That was one of the supposed benefits of the 
jumbo jets, but air fares have continued 
to rise. Thus, everyone would be taxed so 
that a few people would be able to get to 
Paris !.aster. 

Response 
To put the role of American air travellers 

in proper perspective it should be noted that 
air travel is considered a dominant mode 
of travel which is continually growing. In 
1969 over 50 million citizens (25% of U.S. 
population) travelled by air. In 1985 it is 
estimated that over 151 million citizens will 
be travelling by air. 25 million on interna
tional routes planned to be serviced by the 
SSTs. Without a new generation airplane 
having the productivity and capability of 
the U.S. SST the demand for larger fleets 
would have significant repercussions on air
ways congestion, airports, airlines and on 
fare levels and traffic growth. 

Advantages of the SST are not limited 
solely to saving time for air travellers. The 
importance of the SST in providing service 
to the public is further empha..sized by the 
fact that in 1985 fewer SST's will carry as 
many passengers as the total 1969 Free 
World traffic. Further, the SST's potential 
benefits are manifold. They will provide sub
stantial employment, national benefits 
which will be realized in au areas of eco
nomic life of the Nation; in helping to main
tain a strong, competitive aircraft and air
line industry, contributing technological 
techniques in manufacturing and materials 
applicable throughout all industry and pro
viding a positive contribution to the U.S. 
balance of payments through the export 
trade account. 

Statement 
Consider, for instance, the slippage which 

has occurred between the characteristics 
specified in the original SST contract and 
those of the planned prototypes. The noise 
level, measured in perceived noise decibels, 
has been allowed to increase for takeoff from 
93 to 110, foc approach from 109 to 112, 
and for airport noise from 116 to 129. At the 
same time, other characteristics have been 
allowed to slip. Speed required for liftoff has 
been increased from 162 knots to 197 knots. 
This will require a much longer runway-
10,300 feet instead of the planned 7,500. 

Response 
The trends in performance characteristics 

!or the U.S. SST are continually monitored 
with respect to the program objectives. After 
Boeing was selected to design and build the 
U.S. SST a crucial development was t.he 
critical weight build-up as they entered de
tail design, test, and analysis of the Boeing 
variable sweep aircraft. As more detailed 
engineering design data became avaJ.lable, it 
became apparent that the origlnal perform
ance objectives could not be met with the 
variable sweep configuration. This was pri
marily due to prohibitive weight penalties 
required to correct aerodynamic control diffi
culties and associated aeroela.stic problems. 

After intensive investigation of possible al
ternative approaches on improved fixed wing 
design was selected, the 2707-300. 

The moderately swept delta wing with a 
horizontal tail has good supersonic perform
ance as well as good takeoff, landing and 
subsonic cruise characteristics for the 2707-
300. 

Takeoff-landing performance 
Although there was a moderate increase 

in takeoff and landing speed, the field length 
requirements are met with substa.ntdal mar
gins. This assures the 2707-300 has the capa
bility to use existing airport runways without 
costly increases in runway lengths. 

Range, payload and speed 
The production aircraft range and payload 

objectives have been increased while main
taining the same cruise speed requirements 
of Mach 2.7. The higher payload translates 
into more productivity with the increase in 
numbers of passengers from 277 to 298. 

Noise characteristics 
Generally, the noise characteristics are in 

line with the Phase III RFP objectives. Major 
emphasis on noise suppression has led to in
creased knowledge of the jet engine noise 
phenomena which will result in a minimum 
attainable noise impact from the SST. Com
munity noise of the SST is significantly less 
than from many current subsonic aircraft. 
In fact SST noise levels while over the com
munity after takeoff and during landing ap
proach are the same as in the FAA's noise 
rule for new aircraft. It is doubtful that 
many of the long-range international jets 
currently in service will ever be able to 
achieve these levels and still have an eco
nomically viable retrofitted aircraft. Em
phasis is being directed to reduce the side
line noise without degrading the excellent 
community noise characteristics. The objec
tive of SST noise reduction research is tore
duce these sideline noise levels by 50% by the 
time the Production SST goes into service. 

The knowledge and technology improve
ments made during the prototype design 
and flight test program will be used to 
achieve the desired range/ payload and noise 
objective in the production aircraft designs. 
Load tests of the airframe will enable the 
structure to be improved as planned to carry 
the larger design gross weight more efficient
ly. The advanced tooling concepts planned 
for the prototype aircraft also provide for 
structural growth without recourse to new 
tooling. Planned aerodynamic and engine 
technology Improvements will also contribute 
significantly to improved aircraft perform
ance characteristics. 

We have tightened up as far as the United 
States is concerned. The FAA issued a rule 
in November 1969 which established noise 
levels for subsonic aircraft. Subsequently, 
the FAA issued on 4 August 1970 an Ad
vanced Notice of Proposed Rule Making to 
establish noise levels for civil supersonic 
transport aircraft. 

The SST noise objectives have been lower
ed. as much as is technologically practicable 
and. appropriate for the particular design 
since the start of the program in 1963. A com
parison of these objectives with noise levels 
of subsonic jets of the same time period fol
lows: 

Year and SST 
objectives EPNdB 

1963: 
115_ ----- --- ------
126_ -- ---- ------- -
107- - - ------------

1964: 

Subsonic jet Point 
noise EPNdB 

118 Approach. 
108 T. 0. sideline. 
118 T. 0. community. 

113_-- - ----- - -- -----------------
124 ___ --- ----- - -- -- --- ----------
103 __ - ------- -- --- - --- -- --------

1966: 
104--- --- --- -- - --- --------- -----
122_---- --- -- --- - --- - ------ -----
100 __ - - - --- -- -- -- -------- -------
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Year and SST 
objectives EPNdB 

Now: 
108_1_ - - -- ------ ---
112.-- -- ---- ------
108.------------- -

Subsonic jet Point 
noise EPNdB 

1 108 Approach. 
108 T. 0. sideline. 
108 T. 0. community. 

1 All noise levels were expressed in PNdB prior to 1969. How
ever, these data have been adjusted to EPNdB and distances 
specified in the current rule for new subsonic jets for ease of 
comparison. 

Statement 
Never before has the U.S. Government 

subsidized a purely commercial airplane. 
In 1951 the Congress rejected a demand 
to support development of commercial jets. 
But the airplane manufacturers thought 
they could profit from such development, so 
they went ahead on their own. Our leader
ship today is the result of their competitive
ness. They not only took over the field from 
the British, who first developed a commercial 
jet, but they did it all on their own. If there 
really is such a profit to be made in building 
SST's, the companies will act on their own. 
If the risks are too great, so be it. 

Response 
Government financial assistance to the 

Supersonic Transport Program is not much 
different than the aid that the government 
has given directly or indirectly to major ad
vancements in commercial air transportation 
over the past 30 years through the develop
ment of military aircraft and engines. Dur
ing world War II large military orders for 
the c-54 (Dc-4) c-118 (Dc-6) and the c-121 
(Constellation) provided the development 
and production base for the fine propeller 
driven commercial fleets of the 40's and 50's. 
In the early 1950's the B-47 program provided 
the key to jet engine application to large 
swept wing aircraft. The B-52 followed shortly 
entering service in 1956. The bulk of this de
velopment had direct application to the com
mercial subsonic jet aircraft. 

In parallel with the B-52 program Boeing 
built a commercial jet prototype 367-80 
model, a bold and unprecedented develop
ment effort requiring some $16 million of 
company money on a high-risk program. Ex
perience from this "dash 80" program and the 
B-47, B-52, and Kc-135 military programs led 
to the 707, the first American commercial jet 
transport. 

During this same time period, the mid 
1950's, Douglas Aircraft also obtained neces
sary data and experience on high perform
ance swept wing jets from the B-52 and Kc-
135 programs and their own ASD and B-66 
programs that were applied to the De-B. 
Again, as in the case of Boeing, Douglas heav
ily depended on military funded programs to 
provide the technical know how, and on al
ready developed equipment that was appli
cable to commercial jets. Thus the commer
cial jet transports flying today had a tech
nology base resulting from over a 10 year 
period of large government development test 
and production programs. 

More recently the Boeing 747 was a daring 
venture to introduce the wide bodied "jumbo 
jets." In this case, Boeing had unsuccessfully 
bid on the c-5 program but was reimbursed 
by the Government by approximately $6 mil
lion on a cost sharing basis during the pro
gram definition and design competition 
phases. Based on this competition experience, 
the company took the gamble that an air
craft that size could be made into a saleable 
commercial transport. 

From the foregoing, it is apparent that 
commercial aircraft development has been 
Government supported one way or another 
many times. Government participation in the 
SST prototype program should not therefore, 
be considered extraordinary or as a detri
ment. The $1.3 billion required to develop the 
SST is simply too large a price tag to expect 

contractors and financial concerns to pick up. 
Government financing of other transporta
tion programs in shipping and railroads has 
occurred in the history of our country when 
the magnitude of the effort was beyond in
dustries' financial capabilities. 

The one unique feature of the SST proto
type financial arrangement is that the tax
payers will get their investment back, with 
interest. By the time the 300th airplane is 
built the government will, through royalties, 
get back its $1.3 billion. By the sale of the 
500th airplane it will receive another billion. 
Under terms of the contract the Government 
will pay for about 76% of the costs. The 
remaining 24% is being financed by the par
ticipating contractors Boeing and GE. 

Initially the Government's participation 
is an investment as opposed to a subsidy 
and is restricted to the development phase. 

The feasibility of industry financing of 
the development phase has been considered 
on numerous occasions. The answer is quite 
uncomplicated-no single manufacturer in 
the aircraft industry has the ability to do 
this through normal commercial channels 
and particularly so far in advance of having 
a prototype aircraft with which to evaluate 
the production program risks. 

One definitive measure of the magnitude 
of the problem is demonstrated by the fact 
that the Concorde program is being financed 
by two governments-the British and the 
French. The other supersonic aircraft, the 
TU-144, is being financed by the Russians. 
In neither of these programs is there any 
participation by the manufacturers or by 
airlines-they are totally government 
financed. 

Our own program has been designed to 
maintain the normal commercial relation
ship between the manufacturers and the 
airlines while assuring that the program 
moves forward. In accomplishing this we 
have required the manufacturers to become 
risk participants in the development phase. 
By contractual agreement their participa
tion also works as a cost containment meas
ure in that their share becomes increasingly 
burdensome as program costs move beyond 
established amounts. 

More specifically there are three basic types 
of investments which the manufacturers will 
make in the program. These involve (1) a 
share of the allowable contract costs, (2) 
furnishing of testing and manufacturing 
facilities, and (3) nonallowable costs which 
must be borne totally by the manufacturer. 
It is estimated that through the development 
phase these three types of investments will 
total $228 million for Boeing and $94 mil
lion for General Electric. 

Statement 
The current plan calls for the U.S. Gov

ernment to provide 90 percent of develop
ment costs of the SST. Despite this huge con
tribution, the companies will reap most of 
the profits. Boeing, it is estimated, will make 
a $150 mlllion profit if 139 planes are sold
yet the Government will still be taking a 
$1.2 billion loss. If the maximum predicted 
number of planes are sold--450 or so-the 
Government will get back $1 blllion more 
than it spent. Yet Boeing will make a stag
gering profit of $6.5 billion. That profit, for 
which Boeing risked only 10 percent of the 
development costs, would be enough to 
finance our current levels of expenditures 
for disease prevention and control, environ
mental health problems, and consumer pro
tection for 10 years. In other words, Boeing 
would receive in profits more than 10 times 
the amount of funds which our society would 
put into programs to protect us from just 
such machines. 

Response 
The above profit figures are obviously ab

surd, since they indicate either $10.8 million 
profit per airplane, depending on what fig
ures are used. However, no aircraft manu-

facturer in the past has been able to break 
even on less than 200 or 250 airplanes. 

Boeing's profit for a 500-SST Program is 
estimated at a maximum of $4 million before 
taxes, after allowing for interest and com
mercial expenses. This is reduced to $2 mil
lion after taxes, or about a 5% margin, 
which is less than most manufacturiing in
dustries would be willing to make and stay 
in business. 

The Senator's statement seems to imply 
that it would be wrong for Boeing to realize 
a profit, after investing its own funds, facili
ties and key personnel for over 15 years 
without getting back one penny in return. 
If profits were not available, the various 
levels of government would have no tax funds 
to support the many health and education 
programs in existence today and into the 
future. Placing the aircraft industry in a 
second-rate position will only reduce the 
source of tax revenues in the future. 

Statement 
No one argues the legitimacy of a fair 

profit in our free enterprise system. But 
I do not believe that the American people 
would tolerate such a lopsided dedication 
of public tax money to private profl.tmaklng. 
The only reasons the people are not pro
claiming their outrage are, first, that they 
are not aware of the contract provisions, 
and second, that they doubt--as I do-that 
such profits will be forthcoming in sales of 
such a small return on the public's invest
ment is a bad principle. 

Response 
Our county is not the only one that recog

nizes the public value of SST's. The impor
tance of government involvement in the de
velopment of a supersonic transport was most 
clearly stated by Sir George Edwards, man
aging director of British Aircraft Corpora
tion (builder of the Concorde SST) in are
cent speech at Oxford University. 

Edwards said that it now has to be ac
cepted that the main partner for high tech
nology industry has to be the government, 
and he added: 

"The product of risk and investm.ent re
quired is too great, and the monies them
selves too large for it to be any other way 
if we are to gain the large world market 
prizes which Britain has to win, and must 
continue to win, if she is to survive." 

"In fact, the time ha,s already come when 
really big ventures to the frontiers of knowl
edge involve too much money for one gov
ernment on its own, even if the government 
is that of the United States." 

The accusation has been unfairly made 
that even if the plane is a big success, the 
Government gets its money back with only 
4.3 percent interest--less than the Federal 
Government pays for money its borrows. 
Keeping in mind that the Government does 
not compete with financial agencies on the 
rate of loans, the following points are made: 

1. The 4.3% represents only the royalty re
turn to the Government, considering the 
time value of money. In strict dollar terms, 
this is a $2.3 blllion return for a $1.3 billion 
investment or nearly 50 %. 

2. Direct tax benefits of more than $6 bil
lion are not included. Considering this aspect, 
the return is 16.7% on sales of 500 aircraft. 

3. The related benefits of 150,000 jobs, over 
$22 billlon swing in positive balance of trade, 
of technological fallout, of reduced adverse 
environmental effects as opposed to all SSTs 
built by foreign nations, of the international 
marketing advantage of demonstrated avia
tion leadership, are not included. 

Statement 
The arguments for going ahead with the 

SST are not very strong. I have already al
luded to the fact that our prestige in air
Cl"aft production is not so shaky that this 
costly supersonic gamble is required to shore 
it up. The possible adverse effect on the 
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balance of payments is unclear-both be
cause of the difficulty in making such pre
dictions and because of the alternative de
velopments which might be made to offset 
losses to buy foreign aircraft. 

Response 
National prestige is not an input into the 

SST Program but rather is an output which 
necessarily a.ttaches. It is something which 
is earned when our free enterprise system 
plans ahead, succeeds in competing with the 
nationalized systems abroad, and produces 
benefits for the nation as a whole. As the 
Secreta.ry of Commerce submission to the 
President in early August 1970 points out-
"An American SST program Will mean a 
higher level of employment in those areas 
where aircraft manufacturing is considered 
a substantially stronger industry, and a more 
manageable international financial position." 

Looking only at the aircraft trade account, 
the balance of trade impact has been revised 
from the 1969 estimate of a $17 billion swing 
from the trade effect with a U.S. SST pro
gram to the effect Without an SST program. 
The swing in the aircraft trade account 
under realistic assumptions is now estimated 
to be almost 100% greater or $30 billion. The 
two estimates are compared in the following 
table: 

AIRCRAFT TRADE ACCOUNT 1974-90 

!In billions of 1967 dollars) 

With Without 
U.S. SST U.S. SST 

(plus) (negative) Swing 

Concorde I only_____ _______ $10.1 
Concorde I and II, A- 3008 

$7 $17.1 

Airbus imports, offset 
agreements____ __________ 10.1 29.8 

The greater balance of trade impact reflects 
several more realistic business considerations. 
Without a U.S. SST a Concorde II design with 
better economic potential is highly probable. 
There are indications this may occur in any 
event. The consortium producing the A-300B 
is estimating sales of 400 airplanes, excluding 
U.S. airllnes, but are no doubt counting on 
sales to U.S. carriers as replacement for the 
727-300 and the DC-9--30 when traffic density 
necessitates. 

Statement 
Today, we are asked to finance the begin

ning of a potentially dangerous program that 
is certain to multiply astronomically. 

I would like to point out that I am saying 
"potentially." The questions of ecology have 
not been determined with finality on either 
side of the question, but 1f past history With 
such projects is any guide, once we are 
underway with the SST, the course will be 
irreversible. 

Response 
The DOT was aware of its responsiblllty to 

the public to have an independent appraisal 
of the research program being formulated to 
resolve atmospheric uncertainties; to insure 
that the research effort is so structured as 
to produce the answers which will be needed 
to make a decision regarding production of 
the U.S. SST. Thus the Department of Com
merce Technical Advisory Board, (CTAB), a 
group of 16 top non-government academic 
professional and industry leaders were asked 
to consider the uncertainties raised, to ex
amine research already accomplished and 
determine if the research program being de
veloped by DOT in coordination With the 
SST Environmental Advisory Committee, 
NOAA and other supporting agencies, is in
deed adequate and timely. 

The Department of Transportation has 
carefully separated prototype development 
from possible future commercial develop
ment. The SST development program is com
mitted to the development of prototype air
craft that Will demonstrate the performance, 

economics, safety and environmental qual
ities of the design before proceeding into 
large-scale production. The decision to pro
ceed into commercial production of the SST 
is not scheduled to be made by the United 
States until 1973. If at that time the environ
ment or noise aspects of the production SST 
are assessed to be unacceptable, the program 
office would recommend cancellation. 

Statement 
Mr. President, we face a real dilemma 1f 

we continue with the SST. Either we will 
condemn ourselves to frequent sonic booms, 
or we will have an inefficient, fuel-gulping 
plane that will add to our air pollution. 
Either noise pollution or air pollution-we 
can not escape the problems. 

Response 
SST program decisions have been based on 

the assumption that the SST is to be oper
ated primarily on international, long range, 
over water fl.ights. Even so, the SST market is 
estimated to be 500 aircraft which yields an 
economically attractive return on investment 
for the production program. Therefore, its 
economic success is not dependent upon 
supersonic fl.lght over land. 

The President and Secretary Volpe have 
said, "It is the unequivocal policy of this Ad
ministration that SSTs will not be operated 
in the United States at speeds which produce 
sonic booms on the ground." 

The FAA issued a Notice of Proposed Rule 
Making on 16 April 1970 which formalizes 
this edict. In addition, a proposed law to this 
effect has recently been introduced in Con
gress and already passed by the Senate. 

The results from the noise research pro
gram have a high degree of probab111ty of 
providing the knowledge required to achieve 
the SST production noise objectives. This is 
true because the jet noise suppression tech
nology to obtain this significant reduction is 
considered within the demonstrated art. We 
are hopeful that this noise research program 
wm develop methods for achieving even 
greater reduction of noise levels than the 
current objectives require. The SST, in order 
to be a successful commercial air transport, 
must achieve noise characteristics compatible 
with the airports from which it Will operate 
and cause no significant detrimental adverse 
affect to the world's environment. 

Other potential polluting aspects of the 
SST will be examined in depth by established 
environmental panels prior to production 
decision. 

Statement 
The pending conference report, I am happy 

to say, contains $50 million for payments to 
air carriers so that they can continue to 
provide some service. I do not know how 
much would be required for fully adequate 
service. But I do believe that we should put 
a much higher priority on improving do
mestic service and on improving the safety 
conditions of our existing airports before we 
throw more money after the SST. 

Response 
The Department of Transportation budget 

provides money for rapid ground transport, 
airports and airways, and water transporta
tion as well as the SST. 

In the 1971 budget, $1.5 billion is pro
gramed for Airports and Airways With $5.0 
billion planned over the ne¥t five years. For 
Ground Transportation $5.7 billion is budg
eted for Highways and $3.1 blllion for Urban 
Mass Transportation. Water Transportation 
has $420 million in 1971 with plans for con
struction of 30 merchant marine ships per 
year for over the next ten years. The funds 
requested for the SST for FY-1971, the peak 
funding year, represents only about 2.6% of 
the total transportation budget for FY-1971. 
Dollarwise it is not considered as a high pri
ority program seeking national resources. 

The SST program represents planning for 
the future, to avoid the problems o! the 
1980's. Better planning in the 1960's would 

have precluded many of today's problems. We 
can't let the short-sighted people of this 
country sacrifice our transportation future. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, I yield 
3 minutes to my colleague from Wiscon
sin. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, I would 
just like to ask, once again, the same 
question I have asked five times on this 
floor. That question is, will any pro
ponent, anyone, the Senator from Ari
zona, the Senator from Washington, or 
anyone, stand up on the floor and tell us 
why the White House has not released 
the scientific committee's recommenda
tion, the committee headed by Dr. 
Richard Garwin? 

The attack is continually made that 
there is no basis for criticism of the en
vironmental implications. Why does not 
someone-! repeat the question I have 
just asked; Why does not someone stand 
up and give us the report made to the 
President by his own scientific commit
tee. 

Dr. DuBridge appointed a scientific 
committee to study the SST at the re
quest of the President. It was headed by 
Dr. Garwin. Its report was presented, but 
it has never been released. 

I ask him, "Why do you not tell the 
public? This is the taxpayers' money. It 
is an issue with worldwide implications." 

A scientific report sits there in the 
hands of the White House. Why is it not 
here? 

Dr. Garwin appeared before the House 
committee, he appeared before the Sen
ate committee, and he recommended, 
"Stop the development of the prototype." 

What is his language? 
Dr. GARWIN. I would cancel the prototype 

program. I would go ahead With an enhanced 
research program, to look at these environ
mental matters. 

Why does the head of the Scientific 
Committee recommend canceling the 
program, saying, "You have got to go 
ahead and study the environmental im
plications," when down here on the floor 
of the Senate the proponents are saying 
there is nothing to it? 

Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. NELSON. I yield for a question. 
Mr. JACKSON. Why did not this par

ticular scientist and other concerned 
scientists study propose studies of the 
environmental effects, if any, of super
sonic military flights during the last 15 
years? 

Mr. NELSON. The military planes are 
owned by the Government. The question 
is, why did not the military sponsor a 
study of the implications of the sonic 
boom? 

Mr. JACKSON. Why did not the scien
tists come before Congress and point out 
to the Congress these dangers that they 
allege apply to the SST, but are deathly 
silent about with respect to the military 
planes? Why did they not speak out? 

Mr. NELSON. I suppose that scientists, 
like everyone else, when they are look
ing at a Government program, have to 
do such things on their own time. The 
question is not why did not some scien
tist in some university get a leave of ab
sence, stop receiving his income, and 
say, "Now I am going out and study this 
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matter"; the question is, Why did not 
the Government, that sponsored the pro
gram, make the study? 

Mr. JACKSON. Again I ask the ques
tion--

Mr. NELSON. Does the Senator from 
Washington mean to say that he is going 
to attack scientists all over the country 
because they did not take time o:fi to 
study a project that the Government 
should have started studying 9 years 
ago? 

Mr. JACKSON. What I am saying is 
that if their argument has any merit
and any American can understand this
if their argument has any merit, if it ap
plies to the SST it applies to every form 
of supersonic plane, military or civilian. 

Mr. NELSON. Mr. President, the Sen
ator is talking on my time. Will he tell 
me where that scientific report is? 

Mr. JACKSON. I am asking the Sena
tor a question. 

Mr. NELSON. I will tell the Senator 
where it is. The President appointed a 
scientific committee, selected by Dr. Du
bridge, to study the question, and the 
committee comes out and says, "Do not 
build it." 

Mr. JACKSON. Why does the Senator 
not answer my question? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's time has expired. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Now we will never 
know. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield myself 20 
seconds. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Arizona yields himself 1 
minute. 

Mr. GOLDWATER. One minute. Mr. 
President, in answer to the Senator's 
question as to why the Air Force did 
not do it, the Air Force conducted a 1-
year study on the effect of the sonic 
boom on 16 different families living o:fi 
the runways of Edwards Air Force Base. 
The report is available to any Senator 
who would like to read it. I mentioned 
that about a year ago. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BIDLE. What is the remaining 
time? The clock says 9 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One 
minute to the Senator from Nevada, 5 
minutes to the Senator from Arizona, 
and 4 minutes to the Senator from Wis
consin. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield myself there
mainder of my time. 

Mr. President, we have been accused 
on the ftoor of delaying the conference 
report. We have spoken on the confer
ence report for less than 9 hours. The 
fact is that from May 27 to after Thanks
giving, not for hours or days or weeks, , 
but for 6 months, the Appropriations 
Committee held up the transportation 
appropriation bill. This was the longest 
time the Senate Appropriations Commit
tee took on any appropriation bill by 
4~ months. 

Then, after the bill passed and after 
the Senate had registered its majority 
decisively against the SST, conferees 
were appointed, and they were not only 
in direct violation of the traditions of 
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the Senate but also of the rules of the 
Senate. 

The rules of the Senate are clear. The 
conferees should reftect majority opin
ion, and there is no question that mass 
transportation was not a divisive issue. 
It has taken very little time on the :floor 
of the Senate or on the :floor of the 
House. The divisive issue was the SST, 
and everybody knows it. It was the big 
environmental issue and the big priorities 
issue. 

Those conferees reftected not a ma
jority but a minority of the Senate. 

Then the conferees went to conference 
and said the conferees tried hard to get 
an agreement. They came back in almost 
record time. Most conferences that are 
controversial take a week or 2 weeks or 
months. One of them took a year. This 
one took less than 1 day. They came 
back and recommended that the SST 
continue. 

Mr. President, the only way we can 
get a vote up or down on the SST is 
to stop the conference report. If we are 
required to vote on the conference re
port, Senators will be constrained to vote 
on whether or not they want to go ahead 
with airport safety. They will be con
strained to vote on whether or not they 
want to go ahead with highway con
struction and many other issues on which 
many would be constrained to go ahead, 
because the SST is indeed only part of 
this. 

All we are asking is that the SST be 
taken out of this bill so that we can vote 
on it next year, when we come back; 
that the program be held up for 3, 4, 
or 5 weeks. That is all. We will be back 
here a few weeks from now. The pres
ent continuing resolution continues the 
SST until January 3. 

Mr. President, I asked the Library of 
Congress to prepare a study of the votes 
on cloture. They told me this: 

An examination of cloture votes from 1917 
until 1960 indicates extended debate before 
any cloture vote is held. 

That was from 1917 to 1960. Since 1960, 
"with only a few exceptions, research 
shows that the Senate has traditionally 
allowed extensive debate on controversial 
measures before attempting to invoke 
cloture." 

In the view of many of us, this is the 
most significant conference report and 
the most signi:flcant issue on priorities 
and on the environment to come before 
the Senate. To invoke cloture under these 
circumstances, it seems to me, is not per
mitting us to state our case fully and 
thoroughly. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, how 

much time do I have remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator has 5 minutes. 
Mr. GOLDWATER. I yield 5 minutes 

to the distinguished Senator from Mis
sissippi. 

Mr. STENNIS. I thank the Senator 
from Arizona. 

Mr. President, my remarks will be 
directed to the situation in which we 
found ourselves at this conference. 

This was the case of a total deadlock 
between the House and Senate conferees. 

The House had had solid votes time after 
time, and certainly that is confirmed by 
their last vote of 319 in favor of this 
conference report and less than a hun
dred against it. There was a total dead
lock. 

I put the question to them: "What 
will you agree to?" They stood firmly 
on a direct mandate they had had the 
day before and said they stood on the 
House vote. 

What are we going to do under those 
circumstances? A good deal has been 
said here about these conferees. I do not 
personally resent any of that, but there 
has been talk about selling out the Sen
ate. Look at who some of them were. 

There is the Senator from Maine, who 
had voted to knock out the SST, lock, 
stock, and barrel. There is the Senator 
from New Jersey. He did not sign the 
report as to this item, but he deliberated 
in this case. Here is the Senator from 
Colorado. Here is the Senator from 
Rhode Island, one of the most active 
Members at all conferences. He knows 
what he is doing. He knows the spirit of 
this conference. He did not sign as to 
this item. Not one thing has been said 
by them, publicly or privately, that this 
was anything less than a bona fide con
ference. 

What are we going to do-come back 
and ask Senator GoLDWATER, Senator 
PERCY, or Senator FULBRIGHT or some 
other individuals what to do or what 
they will agree to? This is national legis
lation, in its last stages, for an entire 
department of the Government. 

So what are we going to do? I deter
mined that there was sentiment among 
Senators who voted to take it out that. 
after all, they did not mean to kill the 
program. I can mention names, if neces
sary. They did not want to kill this pro
gram, to stop it immediately. And that 
is what would happen if that one Senate 
vote should prevail as the final vote of 
the Senate. 

One signed as a conferee, and that 
Senator can speak for himself, of course. 

But I say, on my honor, that there was 
sentiment here among Members-and it 
will show up if we ever can get to a 
vote-among Members who voted to 
strike it all out, that they really did not 
mean to kill it. 

So that was the spirit that gave us a 
new start in that conference. 

I :find that some of my colleagues can
not accept the fact that $105 million of 
this money already has been spent and 
it is therefore meaningless, except that 
we have an obligation of the Govern
ment upon which there could be judg
ment against the Government if we did 
not do it. So we put that $105 million in 
the House, and then they matched it for 
the remainder of this year. 

There is a great sentiment that this 
thing has not been proved to be worthy 
of death, and I believe a vote here on 
this conference report will prove it. If 
it does not, I have nothing more to say 
about that :figure. 

I want to make clear that I am not 
going to vote for cloture. I am constitu
tionally opposed to it, unless a vital mat
ter of national security is involved or 
something of equal importance. 
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But to say that this has not been a 

genuine conference or that there was a 
capitulation, that is not the fact, and it 
cannot be sustained; and one gentleman 
who made that charge was man enough 
to withdraw it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. BffiLE. Mr. President, the time 
remaining is short. Everything has been 
said again and again. I think the issue 
on the SST becomes a very clear one. 
Do Senators want to kill it and bury it 
or do Senators want to let it live? The 
program has now gone on 8 Y2 years out 
of a total of 12 years. It is eight-twelfth 
of the way along, to where we will know 
what will happen to the environment 
and to the accusations that have been 
made and tossed around this Chamber 
time and again. 

In defense of the conferees-and I 
was one of them-! think it was a tough 
and hard conference. The fact that it did 
not take days or weeks or months to 
resolve might be due to the fact that 
Christmas is less than a week away and 
the end of Congress only 10 days away. 
We had, in other words, to resolve the 
issue. 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. 

CALL OF THE ROLL 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
STEVENSON) . The Senate Will come to 
order. 

The hour of 11 a.m. having arrived, 
under rule xxn, the Chair now directs 
the clerk to call the roll to ascertain the 
presence of a quorum. 

The legislative clerk called the roll, 
and the following Senators answered to 
their names: 

[No. 438 Leg.] 

Aiken Gravel 
Allen Griffin 
Allott Gurney 
Baker Hansen 
Bayh Harris 
Bellman Hart 
Bennett Hartke 
Bible Holland 
Boggs Hruska 
Brooke Hughes 
Burdick Inouye 
Byrd, Va.. Jackson 
Byrd, W.Va.. Javits 
Cannon Jordan, N.C. 
Case Jordan, Idaho 
Church Kennedy 
Cook Long 
Cooper M81gnuson 
Cotton Mansfield 
Cranston Mathias 
Dole McCarthy 
Eagleton McClellan 
Eastland McGee 
Ellender McGovern 
Ervin Mcintyre 
Fannin Metcalf 
Fong Miller 
Fulbright Monda.le 
Goldwater Montoya. 
Goodell Moss 
Gore Murphy 

Muskie 
Nelson 
Packwood 
Pastore 
Pearson 
Pell 
Percy 
Prouty 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Ribico1f 
Sax be 
Schweiker 
Scott 
Smith 
Sparkman 
Spong 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tydings 
Williams, N.J. 
Williams, Del. 
Yarborough 
Young, Ohio 

Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the 
Senator from New Mexico <Mr. ANDER
SON) , the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. Donn), the Senator from South 
Carolina <Mr. HoLLINGS), and the Sen
ator from Georgia <Mr. RussELL) are 
necessarily absent. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Nebraska <Mr. CURTIS) is 
necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Oregon <Mr. HAT
FIELD) is absent on official business. 

The Senator from Colorado <Mr. DoM
INICK) and the Senator from South Da
kota. (Mr. MUNDT) are absent because 
of illness. 

The Senator from North Dakota (Mr. 
YouNG) is detained on official business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
BYRD of West Virginia). A quorum is 
present. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, a point 
of order. Some of us would like to keep 
a tally on the vote. We have not been 
able to do that on the last two or three 
votes because of the hum of conversa
tion. I hope that we will be able to hear 
the responses. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BYRD of West Virginia). The Senator's 
point of order is well taken. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, and 
no attaches sitting on the rugs, please. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ma
jority leader's point is well taken. 

The Chair will enforce rule XIX, 
which places a duty upon the Chair, 
without any points of order being made 
by Senators, to take the initiative in en
forcing order and decorum in the gal
leries and in the Chamber. 

The Chair will also enforce rule 
XXXIll which provides for the privi
lege of the floor to clerks to Senators 
only when in the actual discharge of 
their official duties. 

The Sergeant at Arms will proceed 
forthwith to escort any and every Sena
tor's clerk from this Chamber who is not 
here at this moment in the actual dis
charge of his or her official duties. 

The Chair observes that during the 
rollcall vote, no clerk is needed in the 
Chamber or in the lobby in the actual 
discharge of his official duties. 

The Chair, therefore, instructs the 
Sergeant at Arms to clear the Chamber 
and the lobbies of all clerks to Senators 
until the vote on this rollcall is an
nounced. 

The Chair will await the action of the 
Sergeant at Arms in carrying out the 
order. 

senators will please remain in their 
seats. 

The Senate will be in order. 
Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, a parlia

mentary inquiry--
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

BYRD of West Virginia). Pursuant to rule 
XXII, a quorum call has been had, and a 
quorum is present. The question before 
the Senate now is, Is it the sense of the 
Senate that debate on the pending mo
tion shall be brought to a close? The 
yeas and nays are automatic. 

Mr. BmLE. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inqury. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Nevada will state it. 

Mr. BIBLE. Mr. President, I do not 
know whether this is a parliamentary in
quiry, but I should like to ask whether it 
is proper to say that I greatly admire 
the Presiding Officer for his diligence in 
making this the quietest Chamber we 
have had in a long time prior to a roll
call vote. If that is not properly a parlia
mentary inquiry, I will withdraw it. 

[Laughter.] 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair thanks the senior Senator from 
Nevada. 

The clerk will call the roll. 
The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the 

Senator from New Mexico <Mr. ANDER
SON), the Senator from Connecticut <Mr. 
Donn), the Senator from South Carolina 
<Mr. HoLLINGs) , and the Senator from 
Georgia. <Mr. RussELL) are necessarily 
ahsent. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Nebraska <Mr. CuRTIS) is 
necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Oregon <Mr. HAT
FIELD) is absent on official business. 

The Senator from Colorado <Mr. 
DOMINICK) and the Senator from South 
Dakota <Mr. MUNDT) are absent because 
of illness. 

The Senator from North Dakota <Mr. 
YouNG) is detained on official business. 

On this vote the Senator from Ne
braska (Mr. CuRTis) and the Senator 
from Oregon (Mr. HATFIELD) are paired 
with the Senator from Colorado <Mr. 
DoMINICK) . If present and voting the 
Senator from Nebraska and the Senator 
from Oregon would vote ''yea" and the 
Senator from Colorado would vote "nay." 

On this vote the Senator from South 
Dakota <Mr. MUNDT) would vote "yea." 

The yeas and nays resulted-yeas 43, 
nays 48., as follows: 

All ott 
Baker 
Bellm on 
Boggs 
Brooke 
Byrd, W.Va.. 
Cook 
Cooper 
Cotton 
Dole 
Fannin 
Fong 
Goldwater 
Gravel 
Griffin 

Aiken 
Allen 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Bible 
Burdick 
Byrd, Va.. 
Cannon 
Case 
Church 
Cranston 
Eagleton 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Fulbright 

Anderson 
curtis 
Dodd 

[No. 439 Leg.] 

YEA8-43 

Gurney 
Hart 
Hartke 
Inouye 
Jackson 
Jordan, Idaho 
Long 
Magnuson 
Mathias 
McGee 
Metcalf 
Moss 
Murphy 
Packwood 
Pearson 

NAY8-48 

Pell 
Prouty 
Randolph 
Ribico1f 
Sax be 
Schweiker 
Scott 
Smith 
Stevens 
Symington 
Tower 
Tydings 
Yarborough 

Goodell Mondale 
Gore Montoya 
Hansen Muskie 
Harris Nelson 
Holland Pastore 
Hruska Percy 
Hughes Proxmire 
Javits Sparkman 
Jordan, N.O. Spong 
Kennedy Stennis 
Mansfield Stevenson 
McCarthy Talmadge 
McClellan Thurmond 
McGovern Williams, N.J. 
Mcintyre Williams, Del. 
Miller Young, Ohio 

NOT VOTING-9 
Dominick 
Hatfield 
Hollings 

Mundt 
Russell 
Young, N.Dak. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair will state most respectfully to our 
guests in the galleries that the rules of 
the Senate do not permit any demon
strations of approval or disapproval from 
the galleries. Visitors, therefore, are 
asked to please rematn quiet after the 
vote is announced; else the galleries 
will be cleared. 

On this vote, there are 43 yeas and 48 
nays. Two-thirds of the Senators pres
ent and voting not having voted in the 
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affirmative, the cloture motion is re
jected. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia subse
quently sai.d: Mr. President, I voted 
earlier today in favor of the cloture 
motion. 

During my service in this body, over a 
period of 12 years, I have been very re
luctant to vote for cloture. My vote today 
in support of cloture was only the second 
time in these 12 years that I have voted 
for cloture. 

I did not speak prior to the rollcall 
because I did not want it to appear that 
I was attempting in any way to influence 
the vote of any other Senator. But now 
that the rollcall has been taken and the 
result has been announced, I think I 
should explain for the RECORD why I 
voted for the motion to invoke cloture. 

At the present time there are five ap
propriations bills which have not yet 
cleared the Congress and been sent to 
the President for his signature, and they 
are as follows: 

H.R. 17755, the transportation appro
priations bill; 

H.R. 17867, the foreign assistance ap
propriations bill; 

H.R. 18515, the Labor-HEW appropri
ations bill; 

H.R. 19590, the Defense appropriations 
bill; and 

H.R. 19928, the bill making supple
mental appropriations for 1971. 

In addition to these five appropria
tions bills which have not yet been 
enacted by Congress-although they 
have been to conference, and some of the 
conference reports are awaiting action 
in one body or the other-there is the 
bill which will make possible increased 
payments to recipients under the Social 
SecUrity Act. 

I feel that our elderly citizens are high
ly deserving of an increase in social se
curity benefits in view of the spiraling 
rise in the cost of living, and they should 
not be forced to wait for that increase. 
They need the increase now. 

I feel that all of the bills which I have 
mentioned should be enacted before this 
Congress adjourns sine die. Yet, Mr. 
President, we are confronted with a seri
ous time problem. 

If the Senate were not to meet on Sun
days-and Sunday meetings would not 
be without precedent, as the Senate has 
met on Sunday heretofore-and if the 
Senate were not to meet on Christmas 
Day and were not to meet on New Year's 
Day, there would only be 10 days remain
ing for us in which to complete our work 
before January 3, 1971. 

According to the schedule which has 
already been announced-which is a 
tentative schedule and not yet firm-the 
Senate is not expected to meet on next 
Wednesday or Thursday, the 2 days im
mediately preceding Christmas Day, or 
on Saturday, the day after Christmas. 
This means that, excluding Sundays, we 
would have only 7 days remaining be
fore January 3, the date when, accord
ing to the constitution-unless otherwise 
changed by law-the new Congress 
would convene. 

So, in view of this very difficult situa
tion, Mr. President, our time being ex
tremely limited, and the Senate being 

faced with so many appropriation bills 
needing to clear both Houses, I felt con
strained to vote for cloture today. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, on 

the basis of the closed meeting of the 
Senate last night there was an agree
ment that a series of conferences would 
be held. They will start immediately. 
Some will be held in the office of the Sec
retary of the Senate, others will be held 
in the office of the majority leader, and 
others, hopefully, will be held elsewhere. 
I would hope that out of these confer
ences, maintaining the high tenor of the 
debate up to this time, it would be pos
sible, as reasonable men, to arrive at rea
sonable solutions to difficult problems. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
a tor has suggested the absence of a 
quorum. Does the Senator withhold his 
request? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the 

Senator yield? 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to the Sena

tor from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I would like 

to call to the attention of the Senate that, 
as the distinguished majority leader has 
said, there was a meeting with the bi
partisan leadership of the other body. 
Among other suggestions made to them, 
recognizing their restlessness and ap
parent feeling, was the suggestion that it 
would be helpful if they could remain in 
session as long as possible today, pending 
possible agreement on this side on some 
of the matters in controversy. We are also 
indicating to them today that if they 
can make a quorum on Monday and 
Tuesday next it would be appreciated. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. May I say the joint 
leadership did meet with the Speaker 
and the joint leadership in the House 
this morning. We found them receptive, 
open minded, and considerate. 

Hopefully, something can be done to
day. I agree with the distinguished mi
nority leader that we may well be in 
session for some hours today in the hope 
that in the meantime something can 
be accomplished. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I would 

not ask the Senator to yield but what 
I have to say bears on the efforts to 
settle our problems. The vote we have 
just taken can be very misleading. I hope 
it will not mislead the proponents of 
the position-among them myself
against the SST. I think that the mat
ter should be settled and I hope they 
will make every effort in a spirit of com
ity to settle it and not be deceived in 
respect of that purpose by the lopsided 
nature of this vote. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am sure that will 
be the attitude which the Senate con
ferees will undertake to maintain on a 
Senate matter. We are hopeful that on 
the basis of progress, up to this time, 

little though it may be, further progress 
will be made. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence 
of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore <Mr. METCALF). Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

The Senate will be in order so that 
Senators can hear. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I move 
that the conference report on the De
partment of Transportation appropria
tion be postponed until Monday, Decem
ber 21. In making that motion it is not 
my intention to press it. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
would hope that the Senator would not 
press this matter. It is the intention of 
the leadership to stay on the pending 
business until approximately 3 p.m. un
der an agreement already in effect and 
unanimously approved by the Senate. 

The Senator, of course, realizes any 
motion is debatable. I would hope that 
he would reconsider and give us this op
portunity at this time to continue with 
the debate and related matters. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I will not press the 
motion but I take it the motion is still 
pending. · 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Does the Senat{)r withdraw the 
motion? 

Mr. EAGLEI'ON. Mr. President, I 
would like to speak on it, with the firm 
understanding that it is not my inten
tion to press the contravention of the 
understanding previously agreed to. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, could 
the Senator inform the Senate how long 
he intends to discuss this matter? 

Mr. EAGLETON. At some length. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Would the Senator 

mind, without losing his right to the 
floor, yielding to other Senators to bring 
up noncontroversial matters or matters 
on which there is very little controversy, 
conference reports, and for others to 
make statements now and again? 

Mr. EAGLETON. I have no objection 
to yielding to others for the transaction 
of business with the understanding that 
I do not lose my right to the floor and 
with the understanding that my resump
tion of the floor not be counted as a 
second speech. 

Mr. BIDLE. Mr. President, if I may 
address the Senator from Missouri and 
the majority leader, I think we must 
have some understanding as to what 
length of time this will go on if the floor 
continues to be yielded for the purpose 
of calling up conference reports. 

We are in a very difficult situation 
here. We all recognize it. We all have 
certain options and rights under the 
rules. Yesterday, in all good faith, I 
yielded, after conferring with the proper 
people, for what I thought was 10 min
utes; 1 hour and 30 minutes later I still 
did not get the floor back. 

I have no personal objection, but we 
must make headway and progress on 
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this overall problem. I am hopeful we 
may be able to do it as a result of the 
suggestions of the majority leader that 
men of good will can reason together and 
work matters out. I do not know, but I 
hope I would get some indication as to 
how long, in each case, the time limit 
would be. 

Will the distinguished Senator and the 
distinguished majority leader be kind 
enough to advise me what that time 
limit would be? I am a reasonable man, 
and we could possibly come to an agree
ment, but I do not want to yield for 10 
minutes and then, 1 hour and 40 minutes 
later find that I still do not have the 
floor. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. BmLE. Yes; if I have the fioor. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I heard this morn

ing that the opponents did not have time 
to explain their position. I think I might 
possibly have objected to the first unani
mous consent that we have a split ses
sion, but I did not want to hold up a 
great deal of business. When we are try
ing to do the light thing and let legisla
tion move, we are accused of trying to 
shut somebody off from discussing some
thing. I think in all cases when we yield 
from this time on there should be a 
reasonable time limit. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, who 
has the fioor? 

Mr. BmLE. The Senator from Mis
souri (Mr. EAGLETON) has the fioor. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. EAGLETON. I yield for a question. 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, we 

have two conference reports, one on 
highways and one on rivers and harbors. 
These conference reports come with the 
approval of Members, both Democrats 
and Republicans, who served as con
ferees from this body with the House. 
Both measures as Senators know, have 
passed the other body and are now ready 
for prompt action. 

I would be glad to go over until next 
week, if that is what Senators want, but 
I believe there is such intense interest in 
these matters that we might want to pro
ceed. I want to be cooperative, and I 
ask the Senator from Kentucky <Mr. 
CooPER) , the ranking minority member 
of the committee, if he believes we could 
complete debate on the highway confer
ence report in 15 minutes. 

Mr. COOPER. My statement can take 
1 minute. 

Mr. BIDLE. Mr. President, to move 
this matter along quickly, I make no 
objection if the Senate puts a 20-minute 
time limitation on it. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I yield 
the floor with the understanding that 
upon my resumption of the floor it will 
not count as a second speech. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. BIBLE. With the further under
standing that the yielding is for 20 min-
utes. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Twenty minutes. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 

objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, that 

is 20 minutes on the highway conference 
report. 

Mr. BmLE. And on the next one? 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Fifteen minutes. 
Mr. BmLE. Let us say 30 minutes. I 

have no objection to 30 minutes on both. 
Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I have 

no objection, with the same understand
ing that on my resuming the fioor, the 
resumption of my remarks will not be 
counted as a second speech. 

Mr. BffiLE. And that the total for the 
two conference reports is 30 minutes. 

Mr. EAGLETON. That is fine with me. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered, and the Senator from West 
Virginia is recognized. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if I 

may have the attention of the Senator 
from Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON), could I 
be recognized for 15 minutes after the 
distinguished Senator from West Vir
ginia completes his remarks, without his 
losing his right to the fioor, or having 
anything he says counted as a second 
speech, or whatnot? 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, with 
that understanding, I am delighted to 
yield an additional5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

FEDERAL-AID IDGHWAY ACT OF 
1970-CONFERENCE REPORT 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I 
submit a report of the committee of con
ference on the disagreeing votes of the 
two Houses on the amendment of the 
Senate to the bill <H.R. 19504) to author
ize appropriations for the construction of 
certain highways in accordance with 
title 23 of the United States Code, and for 
other purposes. 

I ask unanimous consent for the 
present consideration of the report. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro 
tempore. Is there objection to the present 
consideration of the report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

(For conference report, see House 
proceedings of Dec. 17, 1970, pp. 42257-
42266, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.) 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, may 
we have order, please? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senate will be in order. If 
Senators want to continue their conver
sations, they will please go in the cloak
rooms or elsewhere. The Senate will be 
in order. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I hope 
the time is not running againSt me. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The time is not running against the 
Senator and will not until the Chair gets 
order. 

The Senator from West Virginia is 
recognized, and the time has now begun 
to run. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, the 
conference committee on the Federal
Aid Highway Act of 1970, which com
pleted its work Thursday, met on 9 days 
in an effort to resolve the differences in 
the bills passed by the Senate and House. 
The report was approved in the House 

yesterday by a vote of 39 to 11. While 
several similar provisions appeared in 
both versions, there were many other 
sections reflecting deep differences of 
viewPoint and philosophy. 

The conference was marked by hard 
bargaining complemented by a spirit of 
cooperation and the desire to produce 
legislation that would further the proper 
development of our national highway 
program. 

I believe we achieved the goals we 
sought with equitable resolutions. 

At this point I wish to pay tribute to 
Representative GEORGE H. FALLON, chair
man of the House Public Works Commtt
tee, who served as chairman of the con
ference. Representative FALLON, who re
tires at the end of this session, along 
with our distinguished colleague, Sen
ator ALBERT GoRE of Tennessee, was in
strumental in bringing into being the 
accelerated interstate highway construc
tion program, which we extend in this 
act. 

I wish the Senator from Tennessee 
(Mr. GoRE) might be on the floor at this 
time, because I shall briefly, but very 
earnestly, express my tribute to ALBERT 
GoRE, who leaves the Senate at the end 
of this term. It was under his leadership 
that we were instrumental in bringing 
to passage the InterstatE: Highway con
struction program. 

Mr. FALLON exhibited great patience 
and leadership in achieving the com
promises which resulted in the bill we are 
considering today. 

Principal among the differences which 
existed when the conference began were 
questions of using revenues from the 
highway trust fund for other than con
struction purposes and those problems 
concerned with the building of inter
state highways in the District of Co
lumbia. 

The bill as reported by the conferees 
provides for the continuation of the Fed
eral highway progr.am on an orderly 
basis. Authorizations for the Interstate 
System are extended for 2 years, through 
ftscal year 1976, as provided in the Sen
ate bill. The conferees recognized that 
this extensive program will not be com
pleted by 1976 and that additional au
thorization will be required. The House 
bill called for completion of the system 
by 1978, and contained the authorization 
to do so. In agreeing to the Senate ap
proach, the conferees acknowledged that 
further review of the program will occur 
in 1972 and consideration will have to 
be given to extending the interstate pro
gram. At that time we will have the ben
efit of a new cost estimate on which to 
base our revised judgment as to the final 
completion date. 

As the Senator from Kentucky will re
call, when that program was envisaged 
at the outset, even those who were expert 
in this field thought that the total Fed
eral cost of the National System of In
terstate and Defense Highways, would 
run to approximately $27 billion. The 
current revised figure for that system an
ticipates a cost of approximately $70 
billion. Substantial increase in the costs 
of rights-of-way, wages, and materials 
all have made this larger estimate, and 
even it will perhaps have to be raised 
to the figure we must face in the future. 
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Authorizations for the Interstate Sys

tem are maintained at the existing level 
of $4 billion a year. Other trust fund ex
penditures totaling $1.896 billion for 
1972 and $1.914 billion for 1973 are au
thorized. General fund authorizations 
total $413 million for 1972 and $422.5 
million for 1973. 

Programs for the primary and sec
ondary systems and their urban exten
sions are authorized at a level of $1.1 
billion for each of the 1972 and 1973 
fiscal years. The special primary-second
ary program adopted in 1968 is author
ized at $125 million for each of these 2 
years. The traffic operations program to 
increase capacity and safety-TOPICS-
is authorized at $100 million annually for 
the 2 years. 

Also of great concern to the conferees 
is the problem now being faced by States 
which are nearing completion of their 
portions of the Interstate System. To as
sure that these States can maintain an 
ongoing highway program in the face 
of possible reduced interstate alloca
tions, the conference bill provides that 
each State will receive a minimum of 
one half of 1 percent of the total Na
tional Interstate authorization. Also 
adopted was the Senate provision di
recting the Secretary of Transportation 
to study this problem and make recom
mendation to the Congress by January 
1972, on how it might best be resolved. 
I emphasize the importance of careful 
development of this report and its 
prompt presentation to the Congress. 

Among the major innovations of the 
1970 legislation is the creation of an Ur
ban Highway System. This was proposed 
in both the Senate and House bllls, and is 
the first new system created since the 
Interstate System was authorized in 
1944. The final form contains only varia
tions in technical language. 

Establishment of the Urban System is 
an important step in responding to the 
traffic movement requirements of our 
metropolitan areas, where large num
bers of American people live and travel. 
Implementation of this system will in
volve local public officials in the planning 
and execution of arterial highways with
in their area. 

Recognizing the need for increased 
Federal participation in our Federal
State road program, the Senate con
ferees accepted House language provid
ing for a 70 percent Federal share of the 
cost of highway construction starting in 
1974. 

The Senate approach to equal employ
ment opportunity training programs was 
adopted and authorizations of up to $5 
million for each of 1972-73 were ap
proved to implement this important 
work. 

To improve the utilization of highways 
as a mass mover of people, the confer
ees agreed to the House provision au
thorizing construction of exclusive or 
preferential bus lanes, highway traffic 
control devices, and bus passenger load
ing areas and facilities. This action was 
taken in conjunction with approval of a 
provision from the Senate bill establish
ing the construction of fringe and cor
ridor parking as a permanent part of the 
highway program. Such action, the con-

ferees believe, will improve the efficiency 
of highways as a means of transporta
tion. 

A highway program for the Virgin Is
lands, Guam, and American Samoa is au
thorized at a level of $2 million each for 
the Virgin Islands and Guam and $500,-
000 for American Samoa for each of the 
3 years beginning with fiscal year 1971. 

A program of training and research 
fellowships to upgrade the skills of Fed
eral and State highway departments per
sonnel, as included in the House bill, was 
adopted by the conferees. 

The Secretary of Transportation is di
rected to report to the Congress by Jan
uary 1972, and make recommendations 
on the future direction of the Federal 
highway program in the period 1976 to 
1990. 

Proposals concerning highway beauti
fication proved to raise some of the most 
difficult and controversial questions 
faced by the conference. The final action 
on beautification re:fiects the only basis 
upon which agreement could be reached. 

Appropriations for the beautification 
program are authorized from the general 
fund for a 3-year period rather than 
from the trust fund. It was agreed that a 
Highway Beautification Commission 
would be established consisting of four 
members from each of the Senate and 
the House and three public members to 
be appointed by the President. The Com
mission is directed to study the highway 
beautification program and make recom
mendations as to how it might be more 
effectively implemented and to recom
mend legislative changes to carry out an 
effective program. 

The conferees stress that creation of 
the Commission should in no way delay 
the implementation of the existing beau
tification program. This desire is under
lined by the 3-year authorization con
tained in the bill. 

Senate language to facilitate the dem
onstration of billboard removal by ac
quiring all of the nonconforming signs 
on a company-by-company basis was not 
adopted because the conferees felt ex
isting law already adequately provides 
for such programs. We hope that the De
partment of Transportation will utilize 
the money provided in the 1971 Appro
priation Act to test the validity of this 
approach. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield at that point? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Yes, I yield to the 
knowledgeable Senator from Utah, who 
has given particular attention to this 
problem with his own legislation, S. 1442, 
which has been before our Subcommittee 
on Roads and enacted by the Senate. 

Mr. MOSS. I appreciate the chair
man's yielding to me. 

I, of course, have served under his 
chairmanship for a number of years on 
the Public Works Committee. While I 
was serving there, I had to do particu
larly with the matter under discussion, 
the matter of billboard removal. 

It will be recalled that Congress 
adopted in 1965 the Highway Beautifica
tion Act, Public Law 89-285, which had 
in it the requirement that signs and 
billboards adjacent to the interstate and 
primary highways be removed by July 1. 

1970. But since that time, there has been 
great difficulty in getting this accom
plished. 

In 1969, I introduced a bill (S. 1442) 
which was heard in the Public Works 
Committee and passed by the Senate, to 
provide for pilot control programs. That 
bill, having passed the Senate, was sent 
to the House of Representatives. The 
House, in considering the bill, determined 
that it could deal with this matter of 
signs in the omnibus highway bill. The 
House report on the conference now 
under consideration says, as shown in the 
RECORD of December 17: 

The specific demonstration project author
ized in the Senate amendment has been 
deleted since existing law, in the opinion 
of the conferees, already authorizes this type 
of demonstration project. 

I am told that it is the opinion of the 
Department of Transportation, and I 
want to ask the chairman if it is the 
opinion of the Senate conferees as well 
as the House conferees, that, indeed, 
under the authority now in existence, the 
type of demonstration projects envi
sioned by that bill <S. 1442) can indeed 
be carried out. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Yes; we felt so, be
cause we are cognizant of the problems 
of small business. We are cognizant, of 
course, of the need to make our highways 
as scenic as possible, and these programs 
can, and I think will, move forward. 
There is no lack of appreciation on the 
part of the conferees for the approach of 
the Senator from Utah, and what he has 
said is correct. 

Mr. MOSS. The Senator has the feeling 
that the Department now has the au
thority, and can proceed under existing 
law in the manner that would have been 
provided had S. 1442 been passed by the 
House of Representatives as well as the 
Senate? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I reassure my col
league that we think that would be true, 
and we will watch what is done. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that an excerpt from the 
report <No. 91-520) filed by the chairman 
of the committee on S. 1442 be printed in 
the REcoRD at this point. It is not very 
lengthy. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
from the committee report was ordered 
to be printed in the RECORD, as follows: 

SUMMARY OF THE BILL, AS AMENDED 

s. 1442, a.s amended, would authorize the 
Secretary of Transportation to enter into 
agreements with one or more States for the 
purpose of carrying out pllot programs to 
determine the best means of accomplishing 
the purposes of the control of outdoor adver
tising provisions of section 131 of title 23 , 
United States Code. 

As amended by the committee, the bill 
provides that preference would be given to 
any State which has entered into agree
ments with the Secretary and private indi
viduals or businesses designed to carry out 
outdoor advertising control as provided for 
under present law. 

The blll would authorize the appropria
tion of $15 million to fund such pilot pro
grams. 

The Secretary would be directed to re
port to the Congress the results of pilot pro
grams carried out under this legislation, 
together with such recommendations as he 
deems necessary to improve the implementa-
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tion of the national policy of outdoor ad
vertising control. 
BACKGROUND OF THE PRESENT OUTDOOR ADVER

TISING CONTROL PROGRAM 

The enactment of Public Law 89-285, the 
Highway Beautification Act of 1965, estab
lished as a national policy that the erection 
and maintenance of outdoor advertising 
signs, displays, and devices in areas adjacent 
to the Interstate and Primary Systems should 
be controlled. 

In carrying out that policy, the law stated 
that after January 1, 1968, if a State was 
not effectively controlling the erection and 
maintenance of outdoor advertising signs, 
the Secretary could withhold up to 10 per
cent of Federal-aid funds from the State. 
Effective control was defined to mean that 
after January 1, 1968, signs within 660 feet 
of the right-of-way would be restricted to 
three categories: ( 1) Directional and other 
official signs conforming to national stan
dards promulgated by the Secretary; (2) signs 
advertising the sale or lease of the prop
erty on which located; and (3) on-premise 
signs. 

The legitimate needs of business were rec
ognized by providing that advertising signs, 
displays, and devices along the interstate 
and primary systeins would be allowed 1n 
zoned and unzoned industrial and commer
cial areas subject to size, lighting, and spac
ing control, such control to be consistent 
with customary use of such signs in such 
areas in the particular spaces involved. Con
trol of signs in zoned and unzoned indus
trial and commercial areas was to be deter
mined by an agreement between the Secre
tary and the State. 

Signs lawfully in existence as of Septem
ber 1, 1965, which did not conform to re
quirements of the act, would not be required 
to be removed until July 1, 1970. 

Specific travelers' service information signs 
within the right-of-way were authorized. 

Just compensation was required for the 
taking of any sign and for the taking from 
the owner of the real property on which the 
sign is located the right to erect and main
tain such signs. The Federal share of such 
compensation was set at 75 percent. 

All public lands and reservations of the 
United States were made subject to effective 
control. States were permitted to establish 
controls which would be more restrictive 
than Federal requirements. 

The act also required that, prior to the 
promulgating of standards, critel"ia, rules, 
and regulations necessary to carry out the 
outdoor advertising provisions, the Secre
tary was to hold public hearings in each 
State for the purpose of gathering relevant 
information on which to base such stand
ards, critertla, rules, and regulations. A report 
to the Congress by January 10, 1967, on all 
the standards, criteria, rules, and regula
tions to be applied together with an esti
mate of the cost of carrying out the program 
was also requested. 

The requested report was filed with the 
Congress and published as Senate Document 
No. 6, 90th Congress, first session. That re
port estimated that the cost of removing 
nonconforming outdoor advertising devices, 
some 889,000 signs, at $558,660,000. 

As enacted, the Highway Beautification 
Act of 1965 authorized the appropriation of 
not to exceed $20 million for each of the 
fiscal years ending June 30, 1966, and June 
30, 1967. During 1967, the Committee on 
Public Works considered and the Senate 
adopted S. 1467 which would have author
ized $5 million to carry out the advertising 
control program for fiscal year 1968. The 
House did not act on the measure. 

The Senate version of the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1968 authorized $5 million 
for each of the fiscal years 1970 and 1971. As 
enacted by the Congress, Public Law 9Q-495 

provided an authorization of $2 million for 
fiscal year 1970. In addition that act delayed 
the required removal of signs, displays and 
devices if Federal funds to pay the Federal 
share of the just compensation were not 
available. 

Of the $42 million authorized for the pro
gram, less than $3 million have been appro
priated and only $1.9 Inilllon expended. Most 
of the funds were expended on the sign in
ventory conducted prior to the cost estimate 
filed with the Congress in January, 1967. To 
date, no nonconforming signs have been re
moved as a result of the Highway Beautifica
tion Act of 1965. 

Following the enactment of the 1965 act 
through July 1, 1969, 33 States enacted leg
islation relating to outdoor advertising 
control: 

Alaska, Arkansas, California, Colorado, 
Connecticut, Georgia, Hawaii, Idaho, Indiana, 
Kansas, Kentucky. 

Louisiana, Maine, Maryland, Michigan, Mis
sissippi, Missouri, Montana, New Hampshire, 
New Mexico, New York, North Carolina. 

North Dakota, Oklahoma, Rhode Island, 
South Dakota, Utah, Vermont, Virginia, West 
Virginia, Wyoming, District of Columbia, 
Puerto Rico. 

During the same period, 19 States, the Dis
trict of Columbia, and Puerto Rico entered 
into agreements with the Secretary to effec
tuate control of outdoor advertising as pro
vided for in the act. 

HEARINGS 

On June 18 and 19, 1969, the Subcommittee 
on Roads conducted hearings on the high
way beautification program. The committee 
;had before it two b1lls: S. 561, a bill to 
amend section 131 of title 23 of the United 
States Code; and S. 1442, a bill to amend 
sction 131 of title 23 of the United States 
Code, relating to control of outdoor adver
tising along Federal-aid highways, in order 
to authorize one or more pilot programs for 
the purpose of such section. 

Testimony was received from 11 witnesses 
and statements on behalf of three organiza~ 
tions were submitted for inclusion in the 
record of the hearings. 

Testimony at the hearings indicated quite 
clearly that small and medium-sized firms 
engaged in outdoor advertising were being 
severely harmed by the failure of Congress 
to properly fund the program and require 
its active implementation. 

NEED FOR AND PURPOSE OF THE LEGISLATION 

While dissatisfaction with the outdoor ad
vertising program enacted in 1965 has been 
expressed by many people concerned with 
the program, such as conservationists, sign 
company operators, advertisers, citizens gen
erally, and Members of the Congress, the 
law has been in effect since October 
22, 1965, and action has been in effect since 
October 22, 1965, and action has been taken 
by States and private parties in light of the 
requirements ot the law. The effect of the 
legislation to date has been to introduce 
great uncertainty into the operations of 
small- and medium-sized sign companies do
ing business in predominantly rural areas 
and to increase rather than reduce sign clut
ter along the Nation's highways. This latter 
effect is the result of the inab1lity of many 
small- and medium-sized operators to prop
erly maintain their signs. 

Testimony presented to the Subcommit
tee on Roads by Senator Frank E. Moss of 
Utah, the author o! S. 1442, shows that of 
some 22 sign companies operating in his 
State 17 face bankruptcy within the next 
year "it the present Federal and State laws 
are enforced without providing needed fi
nancing tor the beautification program." 

Under the present situation, the law pro
hibits the erection of signs along the Inter
state and Primary Systems outside of zoned 

and unzoned industrialiZed and commercial 
areas. It requires the eventual removal of 
existing nonconforming signs; that is, signs 
located 1n rural areas outside of the excepted 
zones, even though lawfully erected at the 
time of the enactment of the 1965 act. The 
sign companies involved have been unable 
to properly finance their ongoing operations 
and have been unable to liquidate the in
vestment in order to go into other com
mercial activities. In effect, the current sit
uation involves the subsidization of a sup
posedly Federal program by private busi
nesses to which the law promised just com
pensation for loss and sign removal to carry 
out the national policy set forth in section 
131 of title 23 of the United States Code. 

In view of the substantial amount of 
money involved 1n sign removal, which the 
1967 cost survey estimated in excess of $500 
mlllion, new methods and new means of 
carrying forward the outdoor advertising 
control program must be found. At the same 
time steps must be taken to assist adversely 
affected sign companies to leave a declining 
industry and start again in some new 
endeavor. 

It is the cominittee's understanding that 
the Department of Transportation is current
ly reviewing the highway beautification pro
gram in order to make recommendations for 
new approaches. In the meantime it is im
portant that the Congress authorize pilot 
prograins which can demonstrate other meth
ods of securing sign removal at costs less 
than those estimated in the Department of 
Transportation's 1967 report. One such idea 
was presented to the committee in some de
taU during its hearings, the plan referred to 
as the "Utah plan," or the "Snarr plan,'' 
which envisions the State acquiring by con
tract all the nonconforming signs of a com
pany at one time and provides that the com
pany will dismantle and remove such signs 
in accordance with a predetermined schedule. 
This approach would replace the sign-by-sign 
method of removal on which the 1967 cost 
estimate was based. Evidence presented to 
the committee by the Department of High
ways of the State of Utah and Brigham 
Young University indicated that a savings of 
between one-half and two-thirds of the cost 
as originally forecast can be realized. 

The plan which the Cominittee on Public 
Works urges the Department of Transporta
tion to fund, 1n addition to others which may 
be devised, requires that--

(1) The state appraise all the noncon
forming signs of a single company within its 
boundaries in accordance with already estab
lished and approved appraisal procedures and 
techniques; 

(2) A contract be entered into between the 
State and the sign company for the purchase 
of all the company's nonconforming signs 
within the State; 

(3) Such contract contain an agreed-upon 
price for all such signs and contain a sched
ule setting forth the date upon which each 
sign is to be removed (for the State of Utah 
it is estimated that the 10,000 nonconform
ing signs presently located along the Inter
state and Primary System could be removed 
at the rate of 2,000 per year). 

This program would enable sign companies 
to phase out their operations while using ex
isting employees and plant equipment to do 
the job. It would insure that nonconforming 
signs would be removed by their owners 
rather than abandoned when the companies 
cease to be able to function as profitable con
cerns. Such abandonments would o! course 
add to the burden of the State in implement
ing the program. 

Adoption of S. 1442 and the implementa
tion and execution of pilot projects designed 
to test various methods of implementing the 
outdoor advertising control program would 
not conflict with that program as enacted 



December 19, 1970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 42717 
in 1965 or as amended in the interim. It 
should provide valuable information to the 
Department of Trans~ortation and the Con
gress in considering legislation to improve the 
program. It would enable outdoor advertis
ing companies which have been damaged by 
the program to phase out their operations 
pending a final determination by the Con
gress as to the future of the highway beau
tification program. Such pilot programs will 
enable those States which are desirous of 
actively pursuing outdoor advertising con
trol programs to develop more effective 
methods of achieving their goals. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Both the Senate and 
House conferees agreed that steps must 
be taken to determine which sections of 
the Interstate System will or will not be 
constructed. A number of segments of 
the system are currently embroiled in 
controversy so that their ultimate fate is 
unknown and planning for completion 
of the system is hampered. 

In addressing itself to this problem, 
the bill requires that States establish 
expenditure schedules by 1973 on all in
terstate segments they intend to con
struct. Plans, specifications and esti
mates for all of these segments must 
be filed by 1975. Failure to meet either 
of these deadlines will result in affected 
interstate segments being eliminated 
from the system. Only by such proce
dures can the highway decisionmaking 
prooess be brought to a head and final 
determinations made on the Interstate 
System. 

The experience gained under the high
way program of the Appalachian regional 
development program and title V of the 
Public Works and Economic Develop
ment Act of 1965 was utilized in writing 
the section dealing with economic growth 
center highways. This section permits 
the Secretary of Transportation to desig
nate communities as economic growth 
centers and to provide additional Fed
eral participation in the construction of 
primary highways serving them. The 
Secretary could provide an additional 20 
percent of the construction cost, but 
Federal participation would be limited 
to a maximum of 95 percent of the total 
expenditure. 

The most controversial sections of the 
two bills were those relating to the con
struction of interstate highways in the 
District of Columbia. Senate and House 
provisions were different, and arriving 
at a conference agreement occupied con
siderable time and discussion. 

Behind the original positions of both 
Houses were strongly held convictions: 
the Senate--that the District of Co
lumbia should be treated as a State, as 
the highway law provides, in determin
ing the construction of highways; the 
House--that nonconstruction in the Dis
trict of Columbia has seriously delayed 
completion of the Interstate System. 

The conference decision, I believe, was 
the only one we could reach to avoid an 
impasse that would have imperiled the 
national highway program. It is a rea
sonable compromise in that there is no 
mandating of freeway construction in 
the city. The studies which the bill 
directs in an effort to determine the best 
way to resolve this very difficult program 

could be carried on without specific au
thorization. 

The coordination of our total national 
transportation system will be furthered 
by the bill's provision that priority con
sideration be given to roads providing 
access to airports and water ports. 

The problem associated with upgrading 
several toll roads on the Interstate Sys
tem was addressed by the conference in 
agreeing to a provision permitting the 
use of Federal funds to reconstruct two
lane toll roads that have been designated 
part of the Interstate System even though 
the States have not yet acquired owner
ship of the roads. Restrictions prohibit 
the toll authorities from incurring addi
tional debt and require that these roads 
be made free when existing indebtedness 
is retired. 

One of the most important sections 
of the report improves the machinery to 
make the highway program more re
sponsive to public needs and wishes. The 
Senate considered improvements in the 
public hearing process to be a central 
feature of this year's highway legisla
tion, and I am glad to report that our 
approach generally was adopted by the 
conference. 

Public hearings are now required on 
both the location and design of new Fed
eral-aid highways. The conferees agreed 
on provisions requiring that reports to 
the Secretary of Transportation on the 
consideration given to economic, social, 
and environmental aspects of highway 
construction raised at the public hear
ings be filed following all public hearings. 

This, I believe, will lead to a more ef
fective critical analysis and considera
tion of proposals raised at hearings. It 
should do much to answer persistent pub
lic criticism that little or no attention 
is given to questions raised at hearings. 
Through this section we can be sure that 
in the hearing process, the appearance of 
fairness is buttressed by the reality of 
fairness. 

Provisions to improve consideration o! 
economic, social, environmental and 
other impacts in highway design and 
construction were expanded by the con
ferees to implement our belief that high
ways should enhance communities rather 
than degrade them. Proper design and 
engineering practices can, in many in
stances, avoid, overcome or minimize ad
verse impacts on people and their sur
rounding environs. 

In direct response to an extremely 
troublesome problem, the report calls for 
the issuance of guidelines to control soil 
erosion in connection with highway con
struction projects. This action expands 
provisions of the 1966 Highway Act 
which required consultation between the 
Departments of Transportation and Ag
riculture on developing such guidelines. 
Far too many highway projects result in 
uncontrolled water runoff that spreads 
silt over large areas and clogs streams, 
damage that can be prevented through 
the employment of sound conservation 
practices. 

The report directs the Secretary to 
promulgate guidelines to assure that all 
possible adverse economic, social, apd 
environmental aspects of roadbuilding 

be fully considered and that plans, speci
fications and estimates include the best 
engineerlng methods of avoiding the~. 
This section when fully implemented Will 
establish the proper responsibility of 
highway builders in protecting our en
vironment and people. It also requires 
that noise level standards be established 
and highways be constructed in con
formity with them. 

In addition, the conference report as
sures the implementation of the ambient 
air standards of the Clean Air Act. 

Continuing our desire to develop an 
integrated transportation system, the re
port calls for the designation of critical 
transportation regions. This provision 
was sponsored by the Senator from Ken
tucky, JOHN SHERMAN COOPER. 

The Baltimore-Washington Parkway 
carries a heavy load of traffic, far beyond 
that which it was originally designed to 
accommodate. It is in urgent need of 
improvement. The report authorizes the 
expenditure of $65 million to reconstruct 
the Federal parkway portion of this im
portant highway link in Maryland after 
which the road will be turned over to 
the State for incorporation in its high
way system. 

Highway safety continues to be an im
portant part of our overall effort and the 
conferees agreed to the changes in the 
Highway Safety Act proposed by the 
House with modification. The safety pro
gram was given increased financial 
strength by authorizing two-thirds of its 
cost to be taken from the Highway Trust 
Fund and one-third remaining a general 
fund expenditure. This breakdown re
flects the proportion of use of Federal
aid and non-Federal-aid highways. 

The Nation has become acutely aware 
in recent years of the need to replace a 
number of highway bridges that are no 
longer capable of carrying the traffic 
loads placed on them with safety and 
efficiency. The conferees agreed to a com
prehensive bridge replacement program, 
authorizing $100 million for the 1972 
fiscal year and $150 million for the 1973 
fiscal year. Bridges would be scheduled 
for replacement on the basis of priority 
established by the Secretary of Trans
portation, with Federal participation of 
up to 75 percent of the cost. 

A serious safety problem was recog
nized by the conference in adopting 
House provisions setting up a demonstra
tion program on the elimination of high
way-railroad grade crossings. 

Finally the conference report extends 
the high~ay trust fund for an additional 
5 years as recommended by the House 
Ways and Means Committee and agreed 
to by the Senate Finance Committee. 

Mr. President, the Federal-Aid High
way Act of 1970, is comprehensive and 
far-reaching legislation. In fiscal terms, 
it is substantial, providing additional au
thorizations from the trust fund of $9.775 
billion for the Interstate System and 
more than $3.8 billion for other purposes, 
and $835 million from the general fund. 
I ask unanimous consent that tables 
showing the authorization categories be 
printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the tables 
were ordered to be prin,ted in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
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AUTHORIZATIONS H.R. 19504 

(Interstate System: $9,775,000,000,000 for fiscal years 1974, 1975, and 1976, out of the Highway Trust Fund) 

Category Fiscal year 1972 Fiscal year 1973 Category Fiscal year 1972 Fiscal year 1973 

HIGHWAY TRUST FUND AUTHORIZATIONS GENERAL FUND AUTHORIZATIONS 

Primary and secondary systems and their ubran exten· 
sions •• •• _________________ -----------------------

Forest development roads and trails______ _____ _______ $170,000,000 $170,000,000 
$1, 100, 000, 000 $1, 100, 000, 000 

Primary and secondary systems exclusive of their urban 
extensions·--------- - ---------------------------- 125,000,000 125,000,000 

Federal-aid urban system ___________________________ 100,000,000 100,000,000 

~~~~i~~=~~~~:~~~~rs~~~~ ~~~~~ -~~~ :~~i!~= = = = == = ~ =~== = _______ -~·-~~~·-~~~ _ 1~. ~~~. ~~ 
Parkways _____ -------- _____ --------------- ____ ----- 20, 000, 000 20, 000, 000 
Indian reservation roads and bridges_________________ 30, 000, 000 30,000,000 

Traffic operations projects in urban areas______________ 100,000,000 100,000, 000 
Forest highways____________________________________ 33,000,000 33, 000,000 

Highway beautification, administrative expenses____ ____ 21, 500, 000 2 3, 000,000 
Landscaping and scenic enhancement (sec. 319(b))_____ 1, 500,000 10,000,000 

Public lands highways________ ___ ___________________ 16,000,000 16,000,000 
One-half of 1 percent of total apportionment___________ 55,000,000 55, 000, 000 

Ter~itorial hi~hways _________ --- ---- _____ ---· __ ___ __ a 4, 500, 000 •4, 500, 000 
Danen Gap Hrghway_______ __ _____ ________________ __ 1100, 000, 000 ------------ -- ----

Economic growth highways______________________ ____ 50,000,000 50, 000,000 
Baltimore-Washington Parkway ______________________ 165,000,000 ------------------

Outdoor advertising controL-- ------------------- --- 4 20, 500, 000 4 50, 000, 000 
Junkyard controL _________________ ----------------- 6 3, 000, 000 6 5, 000, 000 

Highway safety__________________ ___________________ 50,000, 000 66,666,000 
Highway safety research_____________ _______________ 46,666,000 71,666,000 

Urban transportation planning_____ _______________ ___ 1500,000 ------------------
Highway safetY---- --------------------------------- 20, 000,000 33,333, 000 

~~g~;;~e~~fae:l'h~~~~g_n_--~~====================~====== 2~: ~~~·. ~~g 2g: ggg: ~~~ 
Bridge replacement_________________________________ 100, 000,000 100, 150,000 

Research·-- ---- --- ---- --------- - - ----- -------- 23,333,000 43,333, 000 
Design safetY---------------------------------- 10,000,000 10, 000,000 
Design research. __ ______ -------- ___ .------- ___ • 3, 333, 000 3, 333, 000 

Railroad grade crossings ________________________________ •_9,_o_oo_, oo_o_._--_-_--_--_-_--_-_--_-_--_- Railroad grade crossings.-· -------- --------- --------- 122,000,000 ------------------

Totals___ ____________________________________ 1, 802,332,000 1, 844,148,000 
Total (funds to be available until expended)-- ---===7=4,=0=00=, 0=0=0=·=--=·=--=·=--=--=·=--=·=--=-

Totals ________________________________ .___ ___ 412, 666, 000 422, 499, 000 

Total (funds to be available until expended)_____ 22,500, 000 ------------------

1 Funds to be available until expended . 
' $1,500,000 also authorized for fiscal year 1971. 
a $4.500 000 also authorized for fiscal year 1971. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. In substantive 
terms, the new Urban System, the facili
tation of more responsive public hear
ings and the emphasis on the need for 
the highest caliber design and construc
tion techniques to protect our environ
ment make this bill one which I am 
proud to present for approval to my col
leagues. This legislation is in keeping 
with the tradition established by our 
predecessors and in many ways should 
remind my distinguished colleague from 
Tennessee <Mr. GoRE), to whom I have 
already paid tribute, that the standards 
which he set in the mid-1950's in his 
handling of the basic interestate legis
lation are being maintained. 

Members of the Senate Public Works 
Committee were faithful in their at
tendance and diligent in their participa
tion at conference sessions. 

The Senator from North Carolina <Mr. 
JoRDAN) brought to us his experience as 
a seasoned legislator and his wisdom in 
producing reasoned legislation. The Sen
ator from New Mexico <Mr. MoNTOYA) 
was particularly forceful in presenting 
the case for provisions relating to addi
tions to the Interstate System. The Sen
ator from Virginia <Mr. SPONG) was an 
effective negotiator for resolution of dif
ferences on the highway safety program. 

Minority conferees from the Senate 
contributed significantly and by their 
attitudes and cooperation showed once 
again that party affiliation has no mean
ing in the Senate Committee on Public 
Works. The distinguished Senator from 
Kentucky and ranking minority member 
<Mr. CooPER) focused his concern and 
abilities especially on the highway beau
tification and District of Columbia 
problems. Reasoned ,judgment and force
ful advocacy was displayed throughout 
the conference by the Senator from Del
aware <Mr. BoGGs). The ability of the 
Senator from Tennessee <Mr. BAKER) to 
see issues clearly and to delineate the 
paths to resolution was invaluable. His 
help in fashioning the provision to dem
onstrate that highways are an important 
tool for economic development was out
standing. 

Total, General fund authorization for fiscai197L. 36,000,000 ------------------

4 $27,000,000 also authorized for fiscal year 1971. 
• $3,000 000 authorized for fiscal year 1971. 

Mr. President, the Senate could not 
have been represented in this conference 
by a more dedicated team. 

We urge the acceptance by the Senate 
of this conference report. 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield to the Sena
tor from Indiana. 

Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I want to 
pay special tribute to the chairman of 
the Committee on Public Works. I know 
that it is not an easy job to reconcile 
the differences between the two Houses. 
The fact that he has been willing to do 
this in the manner contained in the con
ference again exhibits the type of lead
ership he has given to the entire commit
tee. 

I want to offer a particular note of 
thanks to him for recognizing the plea 
of some of our citizens in southern In
diana that the Markland Dam continue 
to have the authorized funds for a 
bridge over the Ohio River. I know that 
without the Senator's help, this would 
not have been possible; and this is a 
very worthwhile cause. 

Having been there, and being very fa
miliar with this, and knowing the tre
mendous effort that has been devoted to 
it by the citizens who live in that area, 
I want to offer a word of thanks in their 
behalf to our distinguished committee 
chairman, in addition to the other fine 
work he has done. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, often, 
in bills that are national in nature, op
portunities are given to conferees to ac
cept something that might be provincial; 
but that provincialism takes the posture 
of helping a situation at a certain lo
cality in the United States. That is what 
we did with respect to the matter which 
has been spoken of by the Senator from 
Indiana. We were glad to do it, and I am 
grateful for his words. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield. 
Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, we have 

before the Senate the final form of a 
b111-the Federal-Aid IDghway Act of 

1970-which I believe is generally ap
proved by Congress and by the people of 
the United States. 

Some sections in the bill have aroused 
controversy. I may say, however, that in 
our deliberations with the House, the 
Senate conferees, led by our able chair
man, the distinguished Senator from 
West Virginia, made a strong fight to im
prove some of the sections-not only 
those from the House which we did not 
like, but also in some that came from 
our committee. 

There are several sections in this bill 
which are of new interest and I think, 
great importance. Safety on the high
ways is one of the tragic problems of our 
time. More than 50,000 Americans were 
killed last year on the highways, and 
thousands more were injured. For the 
first time, the House agreed to the pro
posal, which the Senate made in 1968 
and which the administration recom
mended this year, that the highway 
safety program for the Nation, which is 
under the supervision of the Depart
ment of Transportation, shall be funded 
from the highway trust funds. Hereto
fore, such moneys as could be secured 
came from general appropriations. I be
lieve that with the provision in this bill to 
provide the two-thirds of the safety funds 
from the highway trust fund, we now 
can embark on an adequate safety pro
gram. For that reason alone, I think this 
bill is worthwhile. 

I pay tribute to our chairman for his 
insistence that a Federal-Aid urban 
highway system be established. That 
highway system will now be established 
and funded, and we hope it will help 
relieve the traffic problems and better 
serve the needs in cities of more than 
50,000 population, as the bill provides. 

There is a provision in the bUl, new 
section 109(h) of title 23, which provides 
that standards and guidelines shall be es
tablished to govern each project-stand
ards which take into consideration the 
economic, social, and environmental 
problems. That, I be ieve, will assure that 
projects undertaken in our great high
way system will not be initiated without 
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a thorough review of their effects. This 
is a change in emphasis. and a very 
worthwhile one. 

I am very pleased that the bill retains, 
as a new subsection (b) of section 134 
of title 23, the provision I offered in the 
Senate enabling the Secretary of Trans
portation to designate critical transporta-
tion regions and critical transportation 
corridors. He may establish planning 
bodies, and provide them assistance, to 
undertake coordinated intermodal trans
portation planning for these critical in
terstate corridors between great urban 
centers. I note that section 134 now pro
vides for similar planning embracing var
ious modes of transport, but is presently 
limited to the urban areas themselves. 
While the conference bill leaves discre
tion with the Secretary of Transporta
tion, I consider it of the greatest impor
tance that such planning be undertaken 
and vigorously pursued without delay. I 
hope very much that the Secretary, who 
has authority to designate critical trans
portation regions and to pursue coordi
nated transportation planning under this 
provision, will seize the opportunity to 
implement this provision and begin this 
work early next year. 

Our committee, for the first time, pro
vided assurance of "marine highways"
ferry boats-to the new States, Alaska 
and Hawaii, and improved roads for the 
Virgin Islands, Guam, and American 
Samoa. The people of Alaska and Hawaii 
should know of the interest of their 
Senators, of their steady appeal to the 
committee, which has had results. 

The question of the District of Co
lumbia highways arose again. I still con
sider, as I have for years, that the Con
gress should not attempt to lay out a 
highway system in the District of Colum
bia. On our side, we strove diligently to 
bring some order to this problem; to put 
full responsibility back where it belongs, 
with the officials and people of the Dis
trict of Columbia. We held out as long 
as we could for the Senate provision, to 
repeal section 23 of the 1968 act. There 
was no sign by the House of accepting 
the Senate provision, and we have ended 
our work. Perhaps the courts w1ll now 
look at the proposed District of Columbia 
highway system. We cannot do it legis
latively with any success. 

I thank my chairman, the Senator 
from West Virginia, and every member of 
the committee. I see a number of them 
in the Chamber. I also thank our staff. 
It was a pleasure to work with them on 
a bill with many improvements over the 
present program. 

Mr. President, 2 years ago when the 
Senate considered the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1968, I stated that 
the Senate-House conference had been 
the most difficult in wnich I had ever 
participated. The conference report 
before us today, on the Federal-Aid High
way Act of 1970, is the result of a. Sen
ate-House conference which was of equal 
if not greater difficulty, but this has been 
a Congress of many arduous conferences. 

In 1968 I did not sign the conference 
report and voted against final passage of 
that bill. I have signed the conference 
report this year and I will vote for final 
passage of the 1970 Highway Act despite 

some reservations about certain provi
sions of this legislation. I support its 
enactment because the bill contains sev
eral very important sections which were 
part of the Senate bill. These sections 
have not received the public attention 
which the beautification and District of 
Columbia highway provisions have, but 
they will have highly significant impact 
on the future direction and conduct of 
the Federal-aid highway program. 

The Senate bill extended authorization 
of appropriations for interstate highway 
construction for 2 additional years, be
yond the existing authorization through 
fiscal year 1974. The authorization for 
fiscal year 1974 is raised to $4 billion, an 
increase of $1.75 billion over existing 
authorizations for fiscal year 1974. For 
fiscal year 1975 and 1976 a total of $8 
billion is added, bringing the total of 
funds authorized in this bill for construc
tion of the Interstate System to $9.75 
billion. This is consistent with the re
quest of the administration for funding 
this program, and I am gratified that the 
conference agreed to maintain the Sen
ate's position. 

In a related area, the conference ver
sion contains a title m extending the 
Revenue Act, which provides funds for 
the highway trust fund, for 5 addi
tional years beyond its present expira
tion date of October 1, 1972. This title 
was added to the House version of the 
Highway Act and had not been included 
in the Senate version. It is included in 
the conference version and was discussed 
by the Senate Finance Committee, in 
executive session only on December 2 
following House passage and while the 
House bill lay at the desk awaiting re
ferral. But it is my feeling that as the 
administration favors a 3-year extension 
of the fund, as opposed to a 5 year ex
tension and since the Senate as a whole 
has not considered legislation concerning 
the extension, we are moving with in
sufficient attention to the importance of 
this title. The Secretary of Transporta
tion has indicated that he will present 
to the Congress early in the 92d Congress 
proposals to create greater equity and 
flexibility in the funding of various 
modes of transportation. The Secretary 
so testified in June before the Senate 
Public Works Committee. Therefore, I 
feel that our action in this legislation, 
extending the highway trust fund for 
5 years, may be premature. 

This bill also contains provisions for 
the establishment of a new urban-aid 
highway system. The Senate provisions 
were designed to achieve two goals, and 
I believe that the language settled on 
by the conferees will achieve those pur
poses. First, it was designed to assure 
that more funds be provided to urbanized 
areas which currently contain 70 percent 
of the Nation's population. Formerly, ur
ban areas were eligible for 25 percent of 
funds apportioned for primary and sec
ondary road construction, as well as for 
other funds in special categories, such 
as TOPICS. But the definition of urban 
areas used in the apportionment of those 
25-percent funds was for any area over 
5,000 population. 

Our second purpose was to assure that 
local officials, and citizens speaking 

through their elected leaders, would have 
a more secure position in the planning 
and programing of highway and street 
projects within their localities. I believe 
that the language settled upon by the 
conferees will achieve this goal and bring 
greater local execution of the determina
tion to the highway program in urban 
areas-except for Washington, D.C. 

The conference version of the Federal
Aid Highway Act of 1970 provides for the 
establishment of full-fledged road pro
grams in the territories of Guam, Ameri
can Samoa, and the Virgin Islands. The 
Senate had provided that these pro
grams be funded with trust fund reve
nues; the House contended that since 
the territories contributed nothing to the 
trust fund in terms of Federal taxes, 
the funding of their highway programs 
from trust funds would be inequitable. 
Therefore, the programs will be funded 
from general revenues, with the future 
probability that once they are firmly es
tablished with appropriate revenue rais
ing mechanisms, trust funds can be 
used. There is precedent for this proce
dure in the experience with Puerto Rico 
and its highway program. 

The Senate Committee on Public 
Works has had a role of active leader
ship in the area of equal employment 
opportunity in connection with the Fed
eral-aid highway program. The confer
ence settlement contains, in section 110, 
further assistance designed to bring truly 
equal opportunity in employment prac
tices and manpower development in the 
highway construction field. The lan
guage provides authority for the conduct 
of training programs on a year-round 
basis. This is highly important to the de
velopment of fully trained individuals to 
work in all areas of highway construc
tion without discrimination or bias. 

One of the most significant sections of 
the bill before us is that which allows 
for a fixed deadline for the elimination 
of segments of Interstate System. With 
the establishment of the Interstate Sys
tem in 1956, the country took an ex
traordinary step which called for the con
struction of a highly specialized highway 
system for the purposes of National De
fense and interstate movement of goods 
and people. Despite our high goals, and 
the substantially successful construction 
which is providing safe travel to millions 
of people, I don't believe that we were 
in 1956 wholly aware of the consequences 
of the construction of the Interstate sys
tem, of its economic impact, and its de
velopmental importance. Unfortunately 
many people may have attributed to the 
original projected routings benefits be
yond their worth. Certain segments have 
come into intense controversy because of 
the impacts they would have upon the 
immediate locality. In most cases, rerout
ing of these segments to avoid irreversible 
damage to the areas involved would not 
impair the succe_ss of the Interstate Sys
tem as a whole. Such was the case with 
the Vieux Carre section of highway in 
New Orleans, which was removed as part 
of tbe Interstate System by Secretary 
Volpe earlier this year. Section 124 of the 
legislation we are now considering would 
establish two dates, by which time sec
tions in question could be removed as 
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part of the Interstate System. The first 
deadline, July 1, 1973, would be the 
date by which all segments must be 
scheduled for obligation and expenditure 
of funds for construction and completion. 
The second deadline is July 1, 1975, after 
which time any project for which plans, 
specifications, and estimates have not 
been submitted for approval of the Sec
retary would be redesignated. I believe 
it appropriate to point out here that a 
1968 provision added to title 23 provides 
that routes built to interstate standards 
by the States under the regular Federal
aid program can be added to the Inter
state System. So segments eliminated 
under the 1970 provisions could later be 
redesignated as interstate routes if they 
are ever built up to standard. It is also 
important to note that enactment of 
this section should help assure that we 
can see the end of the interstate con
struction program, with its accentuated 
90 to 10 funding incentives which have 
resulted to a good extent in the neglect 
and deterioration of our other road sys
tems. 

Mr. President, another section of the 
bill would establish economic develop
ment highways to stimulate the growth 
of small cities and growth centers in 
rural areas. We have learned through 
the experience in Appalachia what a dif
ference adequate and safe roadways can 
make to the economic recovery effort. 
The program of supplementary grants 
for a number of demonstration projects 
in the construction of growth center 
highways, initiated in this bill, will yield 
greater understanding of the interrela
tionship between highways and economic 
development, and we hope may further 
the process of formulating priorities for 
highway construction. 

Undoubtedly, one of the most signifl.
cant sections of the Senate bill was that 
requiring development by the Secretary 
of Transportation of guidelines for con
struction of highways which will take 
full account ?f the social, environmental, 
and economic consequences and impact 
of highway construction. I am pleased 
that the conference committee deter
mined to retain this section. for its value 
cannot in my view be underestimated. 
The chairman of the Committee on Pub
lic Works, Senator RANDOLPH, has dealt 
with this sub.iect, so I will not say more 
than this: These impacts must be con
sidered at the earliest stages, when deci
sions as to whether, where, and how to 
build are being made. I hope very much 
that this section will assure better devel
opment and construction of highways in 
the future. 

Mr. President, there are a number of 
sections in this bill which do not please 
me in anv way. I do not wish to take 
much time in discussing them, but I 
would not feel right about telling- my col
leagues about this bill unless they were 
mentioned. I have already mentioned the 
length of the trust fund extension, which 
troubles me in title m of the bill. 

Another section, which also deals with 
the funding of the Federal-::~id hig-hway 
program, is the section which provides 
that starting in fiscal year 1974 the 
matching share of Federal to State funds 
for primary, secondary, and urban high-

ways will be increased from 50 to 70 per
cent. It is true that the 70 to 30 percent 
matching formula has been discussed be
fore the Committees on Public Works 
and across the land-but in connection 
with the follow-on program after comple
tion of the Interstate System. The goals 
attached to &uch a change in matching 
formula are quite clear, it seems to me, 
and of merit. For example, the exceed
ingly favorable Federal funding for in
terstate mileage has proved a great in
centive to pursuing its construction; in 
fact its 90 to 10 matching has created a 
situation in which that system has pri
ority over all others, often to the detri
ment and deterioration of the primary 
and secondary systems. The 70 to 30 
rna tching has been discussed as a uni
form ratio to be applicable to all sys
tems, thereby leaving the States in a 
freer economic position to make judg
ments and set priorities for the kinds of 
roads they wish to build, according to 
the needs of their States. With the same 
matching, whether the needed road were 
expressway, limited access, secondary, 
primary, urban arterial, rural or what
ever, States would be in a better position 
to weigh alternatives and put resources 
to best use. The 70 to 30 formula has also 
been discussed in the context of decen
tralization of Federal control over the 
highway program. 

But the proposal contained in this leg
islation is different, because nothing is 
done to reduce the Interstate matching 
formula from 90 to 10 at the same time 
as the 50 to 50 formula is raised. This 
action is a promise--and premature in 
my view-of the matching formula for 
the follow-on program, at a time when 
the outline and shape of the follow-on 
program has not yet been determined. 
We have not yet decided what kind of 
highway program will follow the con
struction of the Interstate System; yet 
in this bill we appear to establish the 
future matching formula. This is, in my 
opinion, unwise. What it means in sim
plest terms, i<; that the Federal moneys 
are going to be increased and the sur
plus in the Trust Fund-$2.8 billion in 
1971, on which interest is paid-will be 
absorbed. Alternatively, as my colleague 
on the committee, Senator BoGGS, has 
pointed out, the change in matching 
formula means that less mileage will 
be constructed with the same amount of 
money expended. If the same amount 
of new miles are to be constructed un
der the new formula as under the old, 
more and higher taxes will have to be 
raised. I believe that our committee has 
not given these questions adequate con
sideration and our action is therefore 
premature. 

Another section which troubles me 
greatly is the beautification section. The 
administration strongly supported the 
Senate provisions of the Federal-aid 
Highway Act of 1970. For the first time 
since the passage of the Beautification 
Act, an administration made positive 
recommendations for the program's im
provement, strongly urging its imple
mentation. The program has been 
plagued by inadequate funding and con
fusing implementation, and the recom
mendations proposed by the administra-

tion would have done much to improve 
the situation. But those recommenda
tions, including trust funding of the 
program, were not retained by the con
ference committee. 

The beautification program has been 
studied and restudied, independently 
and at the request of Congress. The bill 
before us authorizes yet another study. 
This time the body to make the study 
is an unusual one. It will be composed 
of 11 members, eight of which will be 
members of the Senate and House Pub
lic Works Committees, the bodies who 
have responsibility to legislate on the 
recommendations of the Commission. 
The other three members of the Com
mission would be chosen by the Presi
dent. The Commission will study the 
existing program and many areas which 
the current program does not cover, such 
as commercial areas and on premise 
signs. I believe those areas may need to 
be studied, but to spend $200,000 in a 
year so that the committees already hav
ing jurisdiction over this program can 
study it again can only be called silly. 

The saving features of the sections on 
beautification are those which authorize 
significant amounts for vigorously pur
suing the existing program for the next 
3 years, as proposed by the administra
tion, and the assurance in the statement 
of House managers that "the creation of 
this Commission is not construed as 
derogating in any way from active im
plementation of the existing program 
without reduction and as authorized 
during this study." With that assurance, 
I hope that the money will be appropri
ated to finally give the beautification 
program a chance to prove its worth. 

Mr. President, the last section which 
concerns me is that reference to con
struction of highways in the District of 
Columbia. My colleagues will remember 
that I voted against final passage of the 
Federal Aid Highway Act of 1968 be
cause of the presence of section 23 in 
that act, which in my view attempted to 
displace the rights of the citizens of the 
District to be treated as all other citizens 
of the United States in determining their 
own highway program. I was glad when 
the Public Works Committee of the 
Senate, and the whole Senate, this year 
supported repeal of section 23 of the 1968 
act. It was especially important that we 
took that action, for the bill which is
sued from the House Public Works Com
mittee included provisions which went 
even further than in 1968 in attempting 
to require the construction of interstate 
highways within the District-and with
out the fundamental provision which we 
were able to attach in 1968, so often over
looked, that all construction must be car
ried out according to all applicable pro
visions of title 23 of the United States 
Code. 

The result of the conference was to re
ject any mandate for any new highway 
construction, or for designation or re
moval of designation of interstate routes, 
within the District of Columbia. The 
conference agreed to no more than an
other study by the District of Columbia 
government and the Department of 
Transportation of the North Central 
Freeway, and also of the East and the 
North Legs. Of course, these routes have 
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been studied before, and a study of the 
North Central Freeway is now being car
ried out, and the administration sup
ported the Senate position in this matter. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that there be printed at this point in 
the RECORD the text of a letter from the 
Secretary of Transportation, John Volpe, 
expressing the administration's position 
with respect to repeal of section 23 of the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1968, and 
that excerpts from the Senate report on 
the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1970 
and my views from that report also be 
included. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

DEPARTMENT 01' TRANSPORTATION, 
Washington, D.O., December 15, 1970. 

Hon. JoHN SHERMAN CooPER, 
Senate Committee on Public Works, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR CooPER: In response to your 
request, I am hereby stating my views on 
the sections of the proposed 1970 highway 
legislation regarding projects for the District 
o~ Columbia now pending before the House
Senate Conference Committee. 

As you know, although I totally support a 
balanced transportation program for the 
Washington metropolitan area, including 
necessary freeway projects as well as a sub
way system, I would prefer that specific 
highway projects be planned, designed, and 
constructed in accordance With the same 
procedures as apply to other cities and 
states under the interstate program. 

Should the Congress in its wisdom deter
mine to repeal those provisions of Section 
23 of the 1968 Highway Act calling for con
struction of specific projects for the District 
of Columbia, I would nonetheless assure the 
Committee that work on the construction of 
the Three Sisters Bridge Will proceed as ex
peditiously as possible Within the require
ments of the law and the decisions of the 
courts-both because this Department and 
the District government are already com
mitted to this project and because I believe 
it is necessary for a balanced transportation 
system for the area. 

In the absence of Congressional action re
pealing those provisions of the 1968 Act, I 
would hope that no further construction or 
studies would be required by the Congress. 
As you know, my Department is already en
gaged in a 16-month study of the North 
Central Freeway which, again, Will continue 
no matter what the Conference action is 
because I believe such a study to be needed. 

Warm personal regards. 
Sincerely, 

JOHN A. VOLPE. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
The committee recommends the repeal of 

section 23 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
1968. Section 23 mandates the construction 
of certain segments of the Interstate System 
in the District of Columbia. That action 
was a departure from the traditional Fed
eral-State relationship which has been the 
principal characteristic of the Federal-aid 
program during its more than 50 years of 
opel"ation. 

Basic to the Federal-aid highway program 
is its reliance on local decisions with regard 
to planning and execution of projects, in
cluding those on the Interstate System. 
Federal-aid highway law defines the District 
of Columbia as a State, and gives to the of
ficials of the District responslbllity for 
initiating projects. The responsibility of the 
Federal Government is approval of such 
plans, review of their implementation, and 
reimbursement of the Federal share of the 

costs of construction. Local initiative and 
execution are essential. 

By adopting section 23 of the 1968 act, the 
Congress directly interceded in this process. 
The section effectively superseded local re
sponsib111ty and initiative in the District of 
Columbia, and could create a precedent for 
similar action with respect to highway con
troversies in the several States. 

Section 23 has resulted in confusion and 
confiicts in interpretation. Court action has 
stopped construction of two projects required 
by section 23, the Three Sisters Bridge and 
the east leg of the inner loop. 

The committee emphasizes that the repeal 
of the section would neither initiate nor 
halt any specific highway project. It would 
not affect lawful actions taken pursuant to 
section 23 during the time it was in effect, 
nor is it intended to reverse any local deci
sion properly ma~e With respect to highways 
and bridges. It would simply remove the un
certain effects of section 23 and make clear 
that the District of Columbia has the same 
prerogatives respecting highway construction 
enjoyed by any State. 

It is essential that Federal-aid highway 
law not direct the construction of speciftc 
highway segments or bridges in any State. 
The elimination of section 23 would remove 
the Congress from involvement in local de
cisions which rightly belong to the citizens 
of the District of Columbia, their responsi
ble officials, and the Department of Trans
portation. 

DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA HIGHWAYS 
I am very pleased with the action of the 

committee in reporting a Federal-Aid High
way Act of 1970 which includes repeal of sec
tion 23 of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
1968--the section which was the cause of my 
refusal to sign the report of the Senate
House conference in 1968 and my subsequent 
vote against final passage. 

In section 23 the Congress for the first 
tim~nd the only time to my knowledge
directly Interceded in the process of plan
rung and approving specific projects in the 
Federal-aid highway program. Section 23 di
rected the District of Columbia and the De
partment of Transportation to construct all 
projects included in the District 1968 cost 
estimate "in accordance with all applicable 
provisions of title 23 of the United States 
Code." As to four projects, section 23 directed 
that work commence within 30 days follow
ing enactment. Remaining projects were to 
be given further study and a report "includ
ing any recommended alternative routes or 
plans" made to Congress within 18 months. 

Section 23 contradicted the principles of 
federalism underlying the Federal-aid high
way program. Under title 23 the District of 
Columbia is defined as a State, and the States 
are given responsib111ty for Initiating the 
planning and approval of specific projects. 
The Federal Government then approves the 
plans and the process of their local develop
ment at a number of stages, and reimburses 
a portion of the cost of construction. Local 
initiative and execution is essential. I said in 
1968 that I believed Members of Congress 
lacked the expertise, experience, and author
ity necessary to determine the need, desir
ab111ty, location, and design of specific high
way projects. The major objection which I 
raised was that the section effectively super
seded local responsib111ty and initiative in 
the District of Columbia and created a dan
gerous precedent for similar action With con
troversial highways in the several States. 

Section 23 has created confusion and dis
may in the District of Columbia. It has, in 
my opinion, been misinterpreted by some, to 
require the construction of all highways in
cluded in the 1968 cost estimate without 
regard to any local or Federal laws. In fact, 
however, its . directive was speciftcally quali
fied by a clause requiring that all action be 
taken according to all app11cable provisions 
of title 23. Judge Skelly Wright of the u.s. 

court of appeals pointed out in an opinion 
involving one of the projects included in 
section 23, an interpretation which "would 
result in discrimination between District 
residents • • • and all other residents af
fected by highway projects in their locali
ties" would condemn section 23 as unconsti
tutional. 

Section 23 was not included in the Senate 
version of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
1968. Much of the confusion about :its mean
ing has resulted from the statement of 
House managers, which accompan1ed the 
conference bill, and which set forth detailed 
location and design instruction. I do not 
believe that the manager's statement re
flected the views or the understanding of the 
Senate conferees. 

A great deal of the confusion created by 
section 23 has resulted from confilcting 
lnterpreta tion by the same District and 
Federal officials. At President Johnson's di
rection, the National Capital Planning Com
mission and the District of Columbia devel
oped and adopted, in December of 1968, a 
comprehensive highway plan that omitted 
two of the most controversial projects in
cluded in section 23 and modified the loca
tion and deslgn of others. But last summer, 
faced with the threat of discontinuing the 
rail rapid transit system construction for 
the District because of blocked appropria
tions, the District government and the De
partment of Transportation decided, in 
effect, to follow the directions in the state
ment of House managers Without regard to 
any other laws. Citizens' lawsuits have not 
resulted in stopping construction of two of 
the projects included in section 23-the 
Three Sisters Bridge and the east leg of the 
inner loop-until all applicable provisions of 
title 23 . United States Code, are complied 
with. 

Mr. President, rather than solve the con
troversy in the District of Columbia, section 
23 has infiamed it. Events in the Nation's 
Capital in the past 2 years have confirmed 
the Senate's wisdom in not attempting to 
approve construction of specific highway 
projects. Section 23 of the Federal-Aid High
way Act of 1968 should be repealed. 

The Department of Transportation has 
acted. With care and concern in fulfilllng the 
study requirements of section 23. I included 
their report in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD of 
February 24, 1970, and applauded the report 
of the Secretary of Transportation for Its 
goals and direction. The Department has not, 
however, in my view dealt according to their 
own procedures in requiring the adherence 
to all the planning and approval require
ments of title 23, With respect to the most 
controversial segments of the District's high
ways. They have, rather, accepted the judg
ment of Congress, which in this case, in my 
judgment, is neither qualified, nor author
ized by law, to make such decisions. 

The action of the committee in repealing 
section 23 does not express support or opposi
tion to any highway system or specific part 
of a system for the District of Columbia. 
It expresses the principle which ha~ been 
adhered to by the Congress prior to 1968. 
That principle is, that it is not the function 
of the Congress to prescribe and force upon 
the citizens of a State or the District of 
Columbia a particular highway construction 
program. It is certain that the Congress 
would not attempt to direct the highway 
program of the 50 States for local initiative 
i!> crucial to the success of the Federal-aid 
highway program-it should not be ignored 
in the Nation's Capital. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, this is 
important legislation. It continues one of 
the most significant building programs 
in the history of the Nation, and per
haps in the history of mankind. We are 
becoming increasingly aware of the 
myriad consequences of this tremendous 
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program, and this bill contains sections 
which recognize those consequences. My 
hope is that we will continue modifying 
the program in future years to meet new 
and more fully recognized needs. 

I want to express my appreciation for 
the position of the Secretary of Trans
portation-his open and constructive ad
vice and proposals. His work had con
tributed very much to this bill. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. We did have the co
operation of our colleagues, and we had 
the valuable service of the staff mem
bers of the committee. All of the mem
bers of the Committee on Public Works 
are most appreciative of the outstanding 
contributions of the staff in bringing this 
legislation to fruition. We thank our 
staff director, Richard B. Royce, the as
sistant chief clerk, minority, Bailey 
Guard, counsel M. Barry Meyer, assist
ant staff director, J. B. Huyett, together 
with the professional staff, both major
ity and minority, John Yago, Adrien 
Waller, and Hal Bragman, and the cler
ical staff, Kathleen Forcum, Pauline 
Medlin, LaVerne Douglas, Ann Brown, 
and Hester Dungan. In concert with the 
staff of the individual members they 
aided our efforts greatly. 

Mr. SPONG. Mr. President, I am 
pleased that the conference report on the 
Federal-Aid Highway Act of 1970 in
cludes provision for designation by the 
Secretary of Transportation of economic 
growth center highways. 

The implementation of the section 
should help revitalize the economy of the 
Nation's rural areas and, hopefully, will 
help stem the population migration from 
rural communities to metropolitan 
centers. 

The report authorizes the Secretary to 
provide an additional 20 percent of the 
construction costs of primary highways 
serving communities designated as eco
nomic growth centers. Total Federal par
ticipation will be limited to 95 percent 
of the total expenditure. 

I also am pleased that the conferees 
agreed in principle to the use of revenue 
from the highway trust fund for financ
ing a share of the highway safety pro
gram. The effectiveness of the program 
has been hampered in the past by the 
uncertainty of the traditional appropria
tions process. While the ft. ow of trust fund 
revenue for highway safety will continue 
to be tied to a degree to general fund 
appropriations, I hope the mechanism 
established in the report will enhance the 
operation of safety programs. 

The efficiency of highways in urban 
areas no doubt will be improved through 
the authorization for construction of ex
clusive or preferential bus lanes, and bus 
passenger loading facilities. We have es
tablished on a permanent basis the au
thorization for construction of fringe and 
corridor parking. 

Mr. President, the reconciliation of the 
Senate and House provisions dealing with 
the freeway system in the District of 
Columbia proved to be difficult. 

Highway development in the District is 
embroiled in controversy and litigation 
under existing law. Having concluded 
that any additional legislation might 
contribute to the turmoil, I would have 

preferred that both the Senate and House 
provisions be stricken. I reluctantly ac
ceded to the compromise, which provides 
for additional studies but mandates no 
additional construction. 

I wish to acknowledge and pay tribute 
to the leadership of our able committee 
chairman, the distinguished Senator 
from West Virginia <Mr. RANDOLPH), who 
demonstrated great patience and under
standing throughout the conference. I 
appreciate the contributions of my fellow 
Senate conferees, the Senator from North 
Carolina <Mr. JORDAN), the Senator from 
New Mexico (Mr. MoNTOYA), the Senator 
from Kentucky <Mr. CooPER), the Sena
tor from Delaware (Mr. BoGGS), and the 
Senator from Tennessee <Mr. BAKER). 

Mr. GRAVEL. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield. 
Mr. GRAVEL. Mr President, in the 

interest of time, I will not have the op
portunity to go into what affects Alaska 
in this bill. It is probably the most sig
nificant bill concerning Alaska since 
statehood itself, certainly in economic 
terms. 

I feel a great deal of gratitude to the 
chairman and to the ranking minority 
member of the committee for what has 
taken place in this regard. lt can only cap 
it by adding one piece of admiration 
that has been foremost in my mind ever 
since I have been a member of the Com
mittee on Public Works. Many people can 
show leadership; many people can have 
the ability to compromise. The chair
man, the Senator from West Vriginia, is 
a quiet man, but he has been unusually 
gifted in his ability to effect leadership 
and at the same time meld compromise. 
In many regards, m a legislative career, 
that is probably the most important gift 
a person can have. I am happy he has 
that gift. I am happy that that gift can 
shower benefit upon States such as my 
own and the entire Nation. For that I 
thank him, not only in behalf of Alaskans 
but in behalf of all residents of this great 
country as well. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I am very grateful. 
This is my personal expression. But, for 
the committee, we are cognizant of the 
greatness of Alaska and of the need of 
its people. We are not going to forget 
Alaska. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from West Virginia yield? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield. 
Mr. STEVENS. I join my colleague 

from Alaska in commending the work of 
the chairman of the Public Works Com
mittee and the ranking minority Mem
ber the Senator from Kentucky <Mr. 
CooPER) on the provisions which are in 
this bill for Alaska. They are farsighted. 
Both Senator GRAVEL and I discussed 
these matters with the Senators from 
West Virginia <Mr. RANDOLPH) and from 
Kentucky <Mr. CooPER) and I say to my 
friends on the conference committee that 
the revisions which have been made 
in the conference are understand
able. We applaud the Senator from West 
Virginia and his colleagues on the com
mittee for the fact that he has been able 
to bring back so much for Alaska, be
cause there was so much in this blll that 

we did not know how much would actu
ally survive the conference. 

All the people of Alaska are grateful 
for what has been provided for us in this 
bill. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. The two Senators 
from Alaska have been most understand
ing and have assisted us and we are 
grateful for their cooperation. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from West Virginia yield? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield. 
Mr. BAKER. I shall not detain the 

Senate long and will not impose on the 
time of the Senator from West Virginia, 
but I do want to take this opportunity 
to pay him an accolade and to offer my 
sincere congratulations to him as chair
man and to the Senator from Kentucky 
(Mr. CooPER) as the ranking member of 
the Public Works Committee, and as con
ferees, in producing a bill that is mean
ingful, and in navigating through a diffi
cult conference, and finally reporting this 
piece of legislation that not only is appro
priate to these times and circumstances 
but is even more appropriate in trying to 
set an example. We compromised where 
difflcul,t judgments needed to be made if 
Congress was to adjourn. 

This spirit of give-and-take between 
the House and Senate, so well exempli
fied by both the chairman and the rank
ing member, the conferees in both Houses 
took to heart. It took us many days to 
get a bill. One particular section, the 
District of Columbia section, was a highly 
volatile issue, I dare say as emotional as 
almost any other issue, if not any issue 
that has been before the Senate in the 
past several days. But it was worked out 
according to an old Tennessee adage that 
if no one is really happy with it, there
fore it must be very good. But it was 
worked out, and we have a bill, and we 
will be using that as a point of departure 
for getting even better bills in the future. 

So, without further detaining the Sen
ate, I want to say, as a junior conferee 
on this and other bills emanating from 
the Public Works Committee, I think a 
good job has been done in an expeditious 
way under the most competent leadership 
on both sides of the aisle. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. The keenness of the 
Senator from Tennessee and his inci
siveness was shown in our work in the 
subcommittee, in the committee, and in 
the conference. I know that the Senator 
from Kentucky <Mr. CooPER) and I are 
both grateful for such men as the Sen
ator from Tennessee and all others who 
have served with us. 

Mr. MONTOYA. Mr. President, I was 
privileged to be involved in the develop
ment of the Federal-Aid Highway Act of 
1970 from its consideration in the Senate 
Roads Subcommittee through its com
pletion in the Senate-House conference 
which completed work on Thursday. I 
consider it excellent legislation which 
furthers the development of our national 
highway system. 

There were several provisions of the 
bill in which I was particularly interested 
and which are related to my other legis
lative responsibilities. 

I call the Senate's attention to the sec
tion which provides for the future des-
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ignation of interstate highways. This 
section opens the door to expansion of 
this nationwide system of freeways with
out creating an additional financial com
mitment on the Federal Government of 
the type now utilized for interstate con
struction. 

Under this provision, the Secretary of 
Transportation may, at the request of 
any State, designate s.ny primary high
way which is a logical addition or con
nection to the Interstate System as a 
future part of that system. This could 
be done, however, only if the affected 
State or states promised to bring this 
highway up to interstate standards 
within 12 years. 

In order to prevent confusion or avoid 
misleading road users, there would be 
no reference to the highway as a part of 
the Interstate System, including signs, 
until it is actually constructed to inter
state s·tandards. 

This secion responds to the requests of 
many communities throughout the 
United States for assistance in obtaining 
interstate connections with other parts 
of the country. 

The provision which evolved from the 
conference, while not as strong as the 
original Senate bill language, will en
able the citizens of communities not now 
served by the interstate system to effec
tively petition their State governments 
so that the economic benefits which fol
low from location on or near the inter
state system will be part of their future. 
The language of the bill is based on the 
record developed at hearings by the Com
mittee on Public Works in Carson City 
and Ely, Nev., in Roswell, N.Mex., and in 
Washington, D.C. There are at least five 
major interstate connections which could 
be designated under this provision. These 
connections are essential to the people of 
the areas involved. There is the U.S. 219 
route from Buffalo, N.Y., to Bluefield, W. 
Va., covering New York, Pennsylvania, 
Maryland, and West Virginia; the route 
from Augusta, Ga., to Tallahassee, Fla.; 
and the route from Birmingham, Ala., to 
Memphis, Tenn., through northern Mis
sissippi; the route I-70 from the Nevada
Utah border to San Francisco and U.S. 
70 from Amarillo, Tex., to Las Cruces, 
N. Mex., which would serve one of the 
great areas of potential growth and de
velopment in eastern and south central 
New Mexico. 

The adoption of this provision and the 
completion of the interstate system in 
the latter part of this decade will enable 
the people of these areas to achieve 
parity with those who are and will be 
served by the present 42,500 mile inter
state system. 

Another provision with potentially 
widespread impact is that authorizing 
the designation of economic growth cen
ter highways. This section allows the 
Secretary of Transportation to provide 
additional financial assistance for the 
construction of primary highways lead
ing to cities he declares to be economic 
growth centers. 

An authorization of $50 million for 
each of the fiscal years 1972 and 1973 
would be available to supplement the 

Federal share of eligible projects with an 
additional 20 percent of the cost, except 
that the Federal share would in no case 
be more than 95 percent. 

This provision is patterned after and 
based on the same philosophy behind de
velopment highways constructed under 
the Appalachian Regional Development 
Act and authority for regional transpor
tation planning in title V of the Public 
Works and Economic Development Act, 
as amended in 1969. 

It was my pleasure to chair the hear
ings which developed the 1969 amend
ments to the Public Works and Economic 
Development Act. It was during those 
hearings that I became convinced that 
there was a need for a developmental 
highway program to demonstrate the 
positive force in economic development 
which highways are. The experimental 
program contained in this bill will un
doubtedly be helpful in bringing a better 
standard of living to rural America. This 
program should provide a better under
standing of the direct relationship be
tween proper economic growth and rural 
development and highway location. 

Highways are generally recognized as 
a central factor in the economic develop
ment of a region, and a modern highway 
system is felt to be essential to any re
gion which is attempting to strengthen 
its economic base. This provision of the 
bill would be an important aid to many 
communities and would essentially ex
pand what we believe to be a valid and 
proven program now operating in a lim
ited number of States. 

Mr. President, these are but two of the 
important provisions of the Federal-Aid 
Highway Act of 1970, but they are of 
great concern and importance to many 
people and communities. 

I hope the Senate will keep them in 
mind as we act affirmatively on this con
ference report. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I 
move adoption of the conference report. 

The motion was agreed to. 

RIVERS AND HARBOR AND FLOOD 
CONTROL ACTS OF 1970-CONFER
ENCE REPORT 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I sub

mit a report of the committee of confer
ence on the disagreeing votes of the two 
Houses on the amendment of the Sen
ate to the bill <H.R. 19877) authorizing 
the construction, repair, and preserva
tion of certain public works on rivers and 
harbors for navigation, flood control, and 
for other purposes. 

I ask unanimous consent for the 
present consideration of the report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
CRANsToN) . Is there objection to the 
present consideration of the report? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the report. 

<For conference report, see House pro
ceedings of December 17, 1970, pages 
42274-42280, CONGRESSIONAL RECORD.) 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, con
ferees of the Senate and House met De
cember 16, to consider differences in H.R. 
19877, the rivers and harbors omnibus 

bill of 1970. The session was one of cor
diality. The two committees have always 
been able to compose differences in a 
spirit of cooperation and accommoda
tion. I feel that we have brought back a 
sound and useful measure which retains 
most of the items and provisions in
cluded in the version passed by the Sen
ate. 

Basically, this measure is composed of 
projects which have the approvals of the 
Chief of Engineers, the Secretary of the 
Army, the Governors of the affected 
States, the concerned Federal agencies, 
and the Office of Management and 
Budget. In a few instances the Office 
of Management and Budget has not 
completed its review of the proj
ect proposals. Therefore, the con
ferees have included language at ap
propriate places in the bill providing that 
construction shall not be initiated until 
such review has been completed and the 
project has been approved by the Presi
dent. I stress this point because both 
committees realized the importance of 
thorough review of all the measures con
tained in the bill, especially by the Office 
of Management and Budget. However, in 
the consideration of this type of legisla
tion there are always a few projects in 
transit awaiting Budget review when the 
committees conclude action thereon. As 
a consequence, action on a relatively few 
projects would be delayed 2 years until 
consideration of the next omnibus au
thorization bill. Inasmuch as these proj
ects provide much needed flood relief and 
expedients to correct serious deficiencies 
in the Nation's harbors and navigation 
channels, the conference committee has 
included these worthy projects in the 
bill, with safeguards, of course, that full 
review will be made by the O:tnce of Man
agement and Budget. 

The version that passed the Senate 
contained authorization for a number of 
navigation and :flood control projects 
costing less than $10 million. Those proj
ects were not in the bill as it came to the 
Senate, and the House Public Works 
Committee subsequently approved them 
under the provisions of section 201 of the 
Flood Control Act of 1965. In view of 
this action, the Senate conferees receded 
and agreed to their deletion in the con
ference. On December 17, 1970, the 
Senate Public Works Committee, in 
executive session, on the motion of the 
able Senator from Delaware (Mr. 
BoGGs) , adopted resolutions approving 
these projects under the provisions of 
section 205. 

The Members of this body should 
know, therefore, that the projects cost
ing less than $10 million which were 
contained in the bill as it passed the 
Senate are now authorized and eligible 
for construction by the Chief of En
gineers, subject to the availability of 
funds. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the designations of the projects, 
together with other pertinent details, be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the tables 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
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H.R. 19877-River and harbor bill, total of 

bill as agreed to in conference 
Estimated 

Federal 
Navigation: cost 

Pleasant Bay, Mass---------- $10, 221, 000 
Baltimore Harbor, Md-------- 40, 000, 000 
Atlantic Intercoastal Water-

way, va. and N.C---------- 11,220,000 
Manteo (Shallowbay) Bay, 

N.C ---------------------- 10,769,000 
Pamlico River, N.C---------- 2, 642, 000 
Port Sutton Harbor _________ Maintenance 
Tampa Harbor, Fla__________ 40, 000, 000 
Freeport Harbor, Tex________ 13, 710, 000 
Coos Bay, Oreg______________ 9,100,000 
Nawiliwili Harbor, Hawaii____ 1, 952,000 
New York Harbor Drift_______ 16, 227, 000 
Ouachita and Black Rivers, 

Ark. and La--------------- 13, 500, 000 

Subtotal---------------- 169,341,000 
Beach erosion: Lido Key, Fla___ 240,000 

Total title !_ ___________ 169,581, 000 

Flood control: 
Arcadia Reservation, Okla ___ _ 
Arkansas-Red Chloride ______ _ 
Avoyelles Parishes, La _______ _ 
Blue River, Kans. and Mo __ _ 
Qahe Dam and Reservoir, N. Dak __________________ _ 

Wild Rice River, Minn _____ _ 
Sheyenne River, N. Dak _____ _ 
Souris River, N. Dak _______ _ 
Goleta, Calif---------------
Sabine River, TeX----------
Davenport, Iowa -----------
Mill Creek, OhiO-------------
Red Run Drain, Mich _______ _ 
Elllcott Creel:, N.Y ----------
Portugues Dam, P.R _______ _ 
Cerrlllos Dam, P.R---------
Ponce, P.R------------------
Cottonwood Creek, Calif ____ _ 
Merced County streams, Cali-

fornia -------------------
Kaneohe-Kailua Area, HawaiL 

24,900,000 

15,333,000 
40,000,000 

732,000 
8,359,000 

20,000,000 
29,240,000 
13,830,000 
40,000,000 
12,263,000 
32,642,000 
40,000,000 
19,070,000 
11,110,000 
16,351,000 
14,295,000 
40,000,000 

37,260,000 
7,249,000 

Total (20) ------------- 422,634,000 

Grand total (33) -------- 592, 215, 000 
Projects in Senate version of the river and 

harbor bill approved for construction by 
adoption of committee resolutions on De
cember 17, 1970, under the provisions of 
section 201 of the Flood Control Act of 
1965 

Navigation: 
Black River Harbor, Alcona 

County, Mich. (H. Doc. 91-

361) ----------------------
Calcas1eu River, Devils Elbow, 

La. (Doc.91-)-------------
Central and southern, Florida, 

small boat navigation (H. Doc. 
91-394) ------------------

Corpus Christl Beach, Tex. (H. 
Doc. 91-415) --------------

Delaware Bay-Chesapeake Bay 
waterway, Delaware, Mary-
land and Virginia _________ _ 

East River, New York (S. Doc. 
91-60) --------------------

Edgartown Harbor, Mass. ( S. 
Doc. 91-108) --------------

Frenchboro Harbor, Maine (S. 
Doc. 91-32) ---------------

Geneva-on-the-Lake, Ohio (H. 
Doc. 91-402)--------------

Humboldt Harbor, Alaska (H. 
Doc. 91-393) --------------

Lee County, Fla. (H. Doc. 91-

395) ----------------------
Ludington Harbor, Mich. (H. 

Doc. 91-342) --------------

Estimated 
Federal 

Cost 

$484,000 

3,700,000 

5,554,000 

525,000 

6,887,000 

2,230,000 

1,755,000 

560,000 

605,000 

2,300,000 

608,000 

1,650,000 

Mobile Harbor, Alabama (H. 

Estimated 
Federal 

Cost 

Doc. 91-335) 1
-------------- $7,254,000 

New Jersey coastal inlets and 
beaches (H. Doc. 91-160) : 

Great Egg Harbor Inlet 
and Peck Beach ________ 4,350,000 

Corson Inlet and Ludlam 
Beach ---------------- 3,910,000 

Townsend Inlet and Seven 
Mile Beach____________ 3, 490, 000 

Ottawa River Harbor, Mich. 
and Ohio, (H. Doc. 91-396) __ 848, 000 

Revere and Nantasket Beaches, 
Mass. (H. Doc. 91-211) ____ 2, 200,000 

South Shore of Lake Ontario 
(H. Doc. 91-319) Nr. Niagara 
State Park, N.Y___________ 1, 309,000 

Waukegan Harbor, lllinols___ 1, 197, 000 

Total ------------------- 51,416,000 

Flood control: 
Fort Chartres and other drain

age districts, Illlnois (H. Doc. 
91-412) ------------------- 2,310,000 

Marion, Kans. (S. Doc. 91-
256) ---------------------- 2,146,000 

Placer Creek, Wallace, Idaho 
(H. Doc. 91-357) ----------- 1, 510, 000 

Posten Bayou, Arkansas (H. 
Doc. ~1-318)--------------- 1,379,000 

Reedy River, Greenville, S.C. 
(H. Doc. 91-356) ----------- 1, 609, 000 

Running Water Draw, Plain-
view, Tex. (H. Doc. 91-192) _ 3, 200, 000 

San Luis Ray River, California 
(H. Doc. 91-106) ----------- 7, 900,000 

Scajaquada Creek and tributa-
ries, N.Y___________________ 1, 020,000 

Steele Bayou Basin, Mississippi 
(S. Doc. 91-74)------------ 3,970,000 

Streams in vicinity of Fairfield, 
Calif. (H. Doc. 91-159) ----- 2, 740, 000 

Wenatchee, Wash., (H. Doc. 
91-370) ------------------- 8,400,000 

Western Tennessee tributaries, 
Tennessee (H. Doc. 91-414) __ 1,924, 000 

Zintel Canyon, vicinity of Ken-
neWick, Wash. (H. Doc. 91-
416) ---------------------- 1,860,000 

Total ------------------- 39,968,000 

Grand totaL _____________ 91, 384, 000 

1 Approved by the Committee on Public 
Works, U.S. Senate, on July 16, 1970. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, an 
item of importance in the report agreed 
to in conference deals with the matter 
of construction of spoil disposal facilities 
in the Great Lakes in order in eliminate 
pollution associated with open-water 
disposal in contaminated dredged spoil. 
The provision is similar to one proposed 
by the administration earlier this year. 
The main difference is in the area of cost 
sharing. 

Your conferees are aware of opposition 
expressed by some Members of the Sen
ate to this provision and thorough con
sideration was given to their views. How
ever, the situation with respect to the 
Great Lakes is critical and the hour is 
late. Action is required now if we are 
to save these valuable resources and per
mit the uninterrupted fiow of commerce 
on these waterways. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from West Virginia yield? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the 
Senator is over his time now. I would 
ask unanimous consent that he may pro
ceed for an additional 5 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRANSTON). Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. BAKER. Mr. President, while I 
am not a conferee, I am a member on the 
Air and Water Pollution Subcommittee 
and I would like to put this question 
to the distinguished chairman of the 
committee: 

Section 23 of the conference agree
~ent was not in the Senate bill. It pro
v~des for construction of dredge spoil 
disposal areas in order to provide alter
natives to the dumping of spoil in the 
Great Lakes. 

Earlier this year the Congress ap
proved legislation which prohibited such 
dumping by the corps in violation of 
water quality standards and required li
censed dumpers to obtain a certificate 
of water quality compliance from the 
affected State. 

Does this provision in any way alter 
that statute? Is dumping of spoil in 
violation of standards by either a public 
or private agency still prohibited? In 
other words does this section vitiate or 
implement section 21 of the Water Qual
ity Improvement Act? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I say 
to my able colleague that the confer
ence report language clearly states that 
spoil disposal activities must comply with 
section 21 of the Federal Water Pollu
tion Control Act. This is set forth on 
pages 8 and 25 of the conference report. 

Mr. BAKER. I thank my chairman, 
the manager of the bill, for the informa
tion. I think it is a good bill. I fully m
tend to support the conference report. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President I 
thank the Senator. Some of the sex{ate 
conferees felt that the House provision 
was more acceptable with respect to cost 
sharing than the administration pro
posal and, accordingly, receded from its 
disagreement to this item. 

Mr. President, for the purpose of clari
fication, I draw attention to the section 
in the bill which amends existing beach 
erosion control authority to permit, 
within the discretion of the Chief of 
Engineers, application of a cost appor
tionment procedme that is similar to the 
one applied to hurricane flood protection 
projects. The language included in the 
conference report permits a desirable 
flexibility in the statutory cost appor
tionment required for beach erosion 
benefits. In addition it permits a discre
tionary determination of the proper Fed
eral share of the project cost up to 70 
percent of the total cost, exclusive of 
land costs, in all hurricane and tidal 
flood protection projects having con
comitant beach enhancement aspects. 
However, existing hurricane flood con
trol policy, as derived from the 1958 
Flood Control Act, provides for cost 
sharing on the basis of 70 percent Fed
eral and 30 percent non-Federal, the 
local share including the cost of land, 
easements, and rights-of-way. Clearly, 
the language contained in the bill relat
ing to cost sharing on combination beach 
erosion control-hurricane flood control 
projects has no application to the gen
eral hurricane flood control project pro
gram developed as a result of the pro-
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visions contained in the Flood Control 
Act of 1958. 

Mr. President, the conference report 
on H.R. 19877 is a good measure. It has 
been well thought out and the projects 
were carefully analyzed. I urge the Sen
ate to adopt the conference report. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, will the 
Sen a tor yield? 

Mr. RANDOLPH. I yield. 
Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, under the 

leadership of the Senator from West Vir
ginia (Mr. RANDOLPH), the conference 
committee on the omnibus Rivers and 
Harbors and Flood Control Acts of 1970 
produced a bill which includes several 
new provisions and a number of projects 
that are very important. 

I did not sign the conference report, 
because I wanted to point out in the 
RECORD that, despite the efforts of the 
Senator from West Virginia, we were 
faced, certainly this time, With a list of 
projects which have not been approved in 
the proper way. 

We found ourselves in the conference 
faced with many projects, including some 
very large ones, which have not been ap
proved by the Bureau of the Budget, and 
which in some cases have not even been 
approved by the Secretary of the Army. 
As I said, I did not sign the report be
cause I wanted to bring this fact out. 

I will submit for the REcoRD a state
ment calling attention to this problem 
and some of the difficulties I find in the 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

<See exhibit 1.) 
Mr. COOPER. I believe that if not cor

rected and guarded against, this situa
tion could expand. Any Member could get 
a project authorized, even though the 
proper procedure has not been followed. 
The Senator from West Virginia and I 
have discussed this matter, and recognize 
the importance of following proper and 
improved procedures. 

EXHIBIT 1 

STATEMENT OF SENATOR JOHN SHERMAN 
COOPER 

I wish to erpress my reservations with 
respect to the Conference Report on the Om
nibus Rivers and He.Tbors, and Flood Control 
Act of 1970. I was a Conferee on behalf of 
the Senate Committee on Public Works. I did 
not sign the Conference Report. 

I believe th1s legislation authorizes too 
many projects costing too much money on 
the basis of too little information. This is 
a time when many Americans have ra.J.sed 
questions of national priorities; I believe 
more careful study should have been given 
to authorization of several of the proposals 
in this b111. 

The dollar figures in the b111 may be mis
construed. Several large projects contain au
thorizations lim1ted to $40,000,000. When the 
full cost of the projects approved in Sections 
101 and 201 is calculated, this b111 carries 
a cost to the Federal Government of nearly 
$1.4 billion. It should be noted that the 
Senate blll came to the floor earlier this 
month with a Federe.I cost less than half 
that large. 

The arbitrary $40,000,000 limit originated 
in the House bill. The House used this ap
proach, it may be said, to give Congress 
greater control to review the projects in the 
future. But it is unrealistic to think the 
Congress would seriously reconsider author!-

zation of a half-built dam or half-dredged 
harbor. 

If we wish to use a partial-authorization 
procedure for review-and not simply to hold 
down the apparent cost of the Omnibus 
bill-I would suggest that we seek a proce
dure for review after pre-construction plan
ning. The Congress then could authorize the 
sum needed for the next stage, such as ini
tiation of construction. A review process 
could be used. Also to assess the merits and 
costs involved in each component of a multi
component project. If such e. review found 
the balance of a project uneconomic or un
necessary, a single dam or channel would 
at least exist to serve a useful public purpose. 

Some projects, of course, could never be 
built in component parts. In such cases, I 
believe it meaningless to authorize less than 
the full sum needed to complete the project. 

It was my thought, shared by several Con
ferees, that a more effective method for 
limiting the bill's total Federal cost would 
have been elimina.tion of any project not 
yet sent forward to the Congress by the Office 
of Management and Budget. 

Over a third of the projects in this legis
lation lack review and approval by the Office 
of Management and Budget. Some have not 
yet reached the stage of clearance by the 
Secretary of the Army. Yet the twelve proj
ects lacking clearance by either or both the 
Army and OMB involve a cost to the tax
payers presently estimated at $625,546,000. 

This OMB review process, I should add, is 
not a technicality. The letter from the OMB 
is a most helpful document for identifying 
the merits, benefits, and any potential d.lfll
culty involved in a project. It often identi
fies problems with specific benefit or cost 
calculations made by the Chief of Engineers. 
Such calculations can be vital in considera
tion of a project with a benefit-cost ratio of 
1.2 or 1.3 to 1. 

More important, however, the issuance of 
the letter by the Office of Management and 
Budget is coincident with the release of let
ters of comment and review from other agen
cies, and accompanies submission to the 
Congress of the Report of the Chief of En
gineers and the Secretary of the Army. 

These letters and reports are the only basis 
on which an effective hearing can be held, in 
order to give all interested parties an oppor
tunity to express their views on a project. 

None of the twelve projects lacking OMB 
clearance has been the subject of public 
hearings by the senate. No record of any 
House hearing that may have been held has 
been published. 

To give some perspective on this problem 
of authorization without study, I would like 
to discuss a project for construction of two 
dams in the Cottonwood Creek basin in 
northern California. This project, with a Fed
eral cost of $174,000,000 is pending approval 
by the Secretary of the Army. 

I should hasten to say that my argument 
should not be considered as against the 
merits of this project. Construction of these 
dams may be most necessary and meritor
ious. They will prevent flooding, and supply 
water for irrigation and for the needs of the 
Los Angeles area 500 miles distant. 

The problem is that the necessary infor
mation for the Congress to properly evalu
ate the project is not at hand. The only in
formllltion officially presented to the Senate 
Committee on Public Works consists of a 
brief environmental statement prepared by 
the Corps of Engineers. In tthis case, how
ever, I requested and was furnished a copy 
of an interim survey prepared by the Dis
trict Engineer. 

These studies show that the Cottonwood 
Creek project will flood 25,000 acres to pro
vide protection and enhancement for 20,000 
acres, mostly agricultural and pasture land. 
The project will enable 12,000 acres o! that 
land to be brought under liTigation. 

Wh1le the District Engineer's study con
centrates attention on the disputed recrea
tional benefits of the project, and the need 
for flood control at Cottonwood, California, 
a town of 1,650 population, the project car
ries heavy benefits for industrial and mu
nicipal water supply. Those $8,400,000 in 
anual water supply benefits, I should point 
out, represent two-thirds of the project's 
total annual benefits. 

While the study implies that the water is 
needed locally, paragraph 75 on page 40 of 
the District Engineer's Interim Survey states 
that the water will go to Los Angeles. 

Specifically, the annual benefit of $8,400,-
000 for water supply over the project's life is 
based on selling 235,000 acre-feet of water 
yearly to Los Angeles-beginning in 1989-
at a price that returns $50 an acre-foot for 
the project. 

What may be significant is that a full 
return will not take effect on these water 
supply benefits until at least 1989. With sig
nificant benefits so far in the fUture, I see 
no reason for authorization now, before the 
Congress has an opportunity to receive, un
der the regular procedures, the completed 
factual report of the Chief of Engineers, to
gether with the comments 0'! the Secretary 
of the Army and the OMB. 

Other questions with respect to this proj
ect appear to be unresolved. The water to be 
extracted for sale to Los Angeles nearly two 
decades hence represents half the annual 
runoff of the Cottonwood Creek basin. Thus, 
a reduction will occur in the volume of water 
flowing from Cottonwood Creek to the San 
Joaquin-Sacramento River Delta and into 
San Francisco Bay. 

In a letter commenting on the Cotton
wood Creek project, the Department of In
terior states: "Maintaining water quality at 
levels specified in Federal-State water qual
ity standards w111 be dependent in part on 
the maintenance of an adequate outflow 
from the Delta. Since th1s project will re
duce that flow, it may contribute to a viola
tion of the standard." 

Information such as this statement, has 
not been available for a sufficient period to 
foster a proper evaluation by the public. 
Conservation groups have gone on record 
to say they do not object to th1s project if 
the stored water is used to increase Delta 
outflows. This project sharply reduces Delta 
outflows. 

It may also be significant that the project 
will be built in an area that is characterized 
as possessing significant beauty. The Corps 
of Engineers environmental statement gives 
this description of the area: "The basin has 
a wide range of topographic, vegetative, and 
wildlife resources .... The unspoiled natural 
resources of the area have high aesthetic 
value and together with the pleasant cli
mate, contribute to making the entire upper 
Sacramento Valley an important natural 
resource . . . " The area also has a "large and 
varied wildlife population." ... "Important 
prehistoric and historic (archeological) sites 
are known within Cottonwood Creek basin." 
At least 23 significant archeological sites will 
be flooded. 

The Fish and Wildlife service says the 
project will adversely affect both fresh water 
and anadromous fisheries. The California 
Fish and Game Department says that the 
lands protected from :flooding and develop
ment are some of the State's most valuable 
bird nesting areas. Yet the project carries 
$490,000 in annual benefits for "fish and 
wildlife enhancement." 

The project lists $315,000 in annual recre
ational benefits. According to the Bureau of 
Outdoor Recreation: "This project would 
compete with use of other nearby recrea
tional areas, and because the Redding-Red 
Bluff area has a large concentration of water
oriented recreation opportunity, additional 
reservoir-associated recreation use 1n the 



42726 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE December 19, 1970 
Cottonwood Creek area does not have a high 
priority in the California statewide compre
hensive outdoor recreation plan." 

As I stated earlier, I am seeking in no way 
to pass my own judgment on the merits of 
the Cottonwood Creek project. I take it as an 
example of the several projects in this blll 
on which limited information has been om
cially provided to the Congress. 

Nearly half of the total Federal cost of the 
projects authorized by this b111 represents 
projects on which we are similarly lacking 
in information. I ask unanimous consent 
that a list of the six projects not approved 
by the Secretary of the Army, and the addi
tional six projects pending consideration in 
the omce of Management and Budget, be 
listed in the Record at the conclusion of my 
remarks. 

The provisions in Section 123 on Great 
Lakes dredging and disposal of dredged spoil 
are necessary and represent a major advance 
toward water quality. 

Section 122 requires the Secretary of the 
Army to promulgate guidelines in 1972 to 
assure full consideration of possible adverse 
economic, social, and environmental effects 
in future projects. This is a most significant 
addition to directives given the Corps of 
Engineers. 

Section 211 establishes another position 
of Assistant Secretary of the Army. He would 
oversee the operations of the Corps of Engi
neers. This may be a good and needed pro
vision, but I see no need for its hasty adop
tion without hearings. 

The Senate Committee on Public Works 
intends to hold hearings and discussions on 
its procedures for evaluating Corps of Engi
neers' projects some time early in 1971. I 
know all the Committee members share my 
hope that these hearings wlll enable us to 
establish a more e1fective procedure for 
handling Corps of Engineers projects, so 
that we can avoid this last minute rush. Our 
Committee can go far on its own to improve 
handllng of rivers and harbors and fiood 
control projects. 

Our distinguished Chairman (Mr. Ran
dolph) has been a leader to the Committee 
in attempting to resolve these questions. 
I do not make my argument to derogate the 
work of either the House or Senate Commit
tee in Public Works; but I do believe we 
should help establish proper standards, and 
stick with them. 

I ask that a letter from the omce of Man
agement and Budget on the subject of Corps 
of Engineers' projects be printed at this 
point in the Record. 

(The letter follows: ) 
OFFICE OJ' MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET, 

Washington, D.C., December 16, 1970. 
Hon. JENNINGS RANDOLPH, 
Chairman, Committee on Public Works, U.S. 

Senate, New Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAmMAN: We would like to 
state for the consideration of the conference 
committee the Administration's views on 
certain provisions in the House and Senate 
versions of H.R. 19877, the omnibus rivers 
and harbors and fiood control authorization 
blll. 

MULTIPLE OBJECTIVE PLANNING 

Both bills include a statement regarding 
the intent of the Congress that the objec
t! ves of enhancing regional economic de
velopment, env1ronmental quality, the well 
being of people, and the national economic 
development are objectives to be included in 
the evaluation of benefits and coste for water 
resource proJects. The only d11ference in the 
House and the Senate versions is whether 
the provision is applicable to all Federal 
agencies or only to the Corps of Engin~rs. 

We believe that endorsement of these 
water resource planning objectives by the 
Congress is premature at thls time. The Ex
ecutive Branch has not completed review of 

the Water Resources Council task force's rec
ommendations on multi-objectives approach 
to planning which set forth in some detail 
the manner in which the basic objectives 
cited would be evaluated. In view of the im
portance of the objectives and the long 
range implication of their use in future re
source development, we strongly recommend 
that Congress delete this provision until the 
Executive Branch agencies have had an op
portunity to complete their review and make 
appropriate recommendations. 

UNREVIEWED PROJECTS 

The bill provides for the authorization of 
a number of projects on which the Executive 
Branch has submitted views and recommen
dations. However. the blll would also author
ize a number of projects not yet reviewed by 
the Executive Branch. The House version of 
the b111 includes 10 projects that have not 
been formally submitted to the Congress by 
the Secretary of the Army, and does not give 
e1fect to the reservations expressed by the 
Executive Branch on a number of projects 
and other proposals that were reviewed. The 
Senate blllincludes 8 unreViewed projects. 

We strongly recommend that those proj
ects pending review in the Executive Branch 
be deleted from the b111 or if such projects 
are included that the provision contained in 
the Senate version making construction con
tingent upon approval by the Secretary of 
the Army and the President be adopted. We 
support the language in the Senate version 
which gives effect to agency reservations on 
certa.in projects, as noted above. 

COST SHARING GENERALLY 

Both bills include provisions tha.t would 
decrease local cost-sharing requirements in 
wa.ter resource developments. The Admin
istration believes that non-Federal interests 
should be given more control over programs 
that benefit localities. At the same time, local 
interests should assume more responsib1llty 
for the costs of those projects. Apppropriate 
cost sharing provides the strongest test of 
the value of these kinds of projects-the 
w1111ngness of the immediate beneficiaries to 
pay. 

Recreational Boat Harbors-The bill pro
vides that the operation and maintenance 
of recreational boat harbors is a Federal 
responsib111ty. This runs counter to one of 
the President's 1971 program reforms, which 
calls for local sponsors of these projects to 
assume the costs of maintenance and opera
tion. This program reform would make Fed
eral participation in recreational boating 
consistent with other Federal water resource 
recreational development. More local par
ticipation 1s also necessary since this pro
gram benefits a small priVileged group of 
the population in specific geographic areas. 
We continue to urge that the President's 
program reform be adopted. 

Diked. Spotl Disposal Areas-The House 
version would authorize construction of 
diked spoil areas for the disposal of polluted 
material dredged from harbors and naViga
tion channels. Local interests would be re
quired to furnish the necessary lands, ease
ments, and rights-of-way necessary for the 
construction, operation, and maintenance of 
the fac111ty, and contribute 25 percent of the 
construction costs for the dikes. The 25 per
cent participation in the construction costs 
by local interests could be waived by the 
Secretary of the Army, upon a. finding by the 
Administrator of the Environmental Protec
tion Agency that the State or States involved, 
or an appropriate political subdivision of the 
State, or an industrial concern, is participat
ing in an approved plan for the general geo
graphic area of the dredging activity for 
construction, modiftcation, expansion, or re
habilitation of waste treatment facUlties, and 
is making progress satisactory to the Ad
ministrator of EPA. 

Last April, proposed legislation was sub
mitted to the Congress by the Adm1n1stra-

tion, pursuant to a Presidential message on 
Great Lakes pollution, which would have au
thorized a dike construction program for the 
Great Lakes. The Administration's bill pro
vided for 5o-50 cost sharing-an arrangement 
comparable to that for Federal grants for 
construction of municipal waste treatment 
facilities. The need for these dikes is pri
marily for pollution abatement and not for 
navigation. 

We recommend that the Administration's 
proposal be substituted by the conferees for 
the provision 1n the House version. 

Beach Erosion Control Policy-The House 
version includes a provision that would au
thorize the Corps of Engineers to pay up to 
70 percent (exclusive of land costs) of costs 
of beach erosion control projects. Although 
the intent of this provision is not clear, it is 
assumed that it would amend existing beach 
erosion control authority to permit applica
tion of a cost apportionment procedure that 
is generally s1mlla.r to that now applied to 
hurricane fiood protection projects. The 
Corps is now authorized to pay up to 70 per
cent of the cost for hurricane protection 
while Federal participation in beach erosion 
control varies from zero to 70 percent of the 
cost depending upon non-Federal ownership 
and public access to the beaches. The House 
provision would be both inequitable and un
desirable since it would single out one type 
of Federal water resource project for unique 
cost allocation and apportionment proce
dures. It would in effect el1mina.te the prin
ciple of pro-rata cost sharing for multi
purpose hurricane floOd protection and beach 
erosion projects. We recommend its deletion 
from the bill. 

OTHER NEW AUTHORrriES 

There are a number of other provisions 
that would authorize the Corps to undertake 
certain activities that have not been evalu
ated and reviewed within the Executive 
Branch. On the surface, some of these items 
do not appear to be the responsib111ty of the 
Federal taxpayers and are provided mainly to 
relieve certain geographic areas of financial 
responsib111ties. We believe that authoriza
tion of these activities should be deferred 
pending review in accordance with standard 
procedures. 

We believe that the adoption of these rec
ommendations would contribute greatly to 
sound water resource development and would 
be glad to discuss them further 1f you wish. 

Sincerely, 
CASPAR W. WEINBERGER, 

Deputy Director. 
Unapproved. projects 

PROJECTS LACKING APPROVAL BY 
THE SECRETARY OF THE ARMY 

Ellicott Creek, New York _______ $19, 070, 000 
Merced Streams, California_____ 37,260,000 
Cottonwood Creek, California__ 174, 000, 000 
Nawillwili Harbor, Hawaii_____ 1, 952,000 
Mississippi River, Iowa________ 12, 263, 000 
Ouachita, Arkansas and Loui-siana _______________________ 13,500,000 

Total------------------- 258,045,000 

PROJECTS LACKING OFFICE OF 
MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET 

CONSIDERATION 

Baltimore, Harbor, Maryland __ _ 
Atlantic Intercoastal Waterway 

Bridges, Virginia and North 
Carolina --------------------Freeport, Texas _______________ _ 

Pamllco River, North Carolina __ 
Kaneohe-Kailua, Hawau ______ _ 
Arkansas-Red River Basin, Tex-

as, Oklahoma, and Kansas __ _ 

99,500,000 

11,220,000 
13,710,000 
2,642,000 
7,249,000 

233,180,000 

367,501,000 

Total ------------------ 625,546,000 
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Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I urge my 
colleagues to approve the conference re
port on the Rivers and Harbors and 
Flood Control Acts of 1970. The bill au
thorizes many water resource improve
ments that will bring widespread bene
fits to present and future generations, 
including two flood control projects in 
Kansas. 

One of these projects, the channel im
provements and system of four multi
purpose reservoirs to be constructed in 
the Blue River Basin, requires specific 
comment. During the hearings on the 
Blue River project, questions were raised 
on the advisability of constructing the 
Tomahawk Creek Reservoir. However, 
the Congress has decided that the corps 
should proceed with necessary precon
struction planning, while at the same 
time insuring that all feasible alterna
tives to construction of the Tomahawk 
Creek Reservoir have been carefully con
sidered. 

Consideration of this conference re
port provides an opportunity to again 
emphasize my interest in reviewing the 
questions raised in the section of the Sen
ate report on this bill, Senate Report No. 
91-1422, entitled "Impact of Water Re
source Development on the Environ
ment." The enormous body of complex 
rules, regulations, and guidelines which 
govern the procedures by which a water 
project is authorized and public moneys 
are appropriated for its construction, 
make it difficult for the Congress to in
telligently perform its constitutional re
sponsibilities. 

Furthermore, the public must parti
cipate at all stages of the planning and 
development of proposed water projects 
in a meaningful way. Too often, inter
ested parties understand little about the 
complex procedures and as a result, are 
at a distinct disadvantage in making 
their voices heard. With the increased 
interest in the environment, the public 
can play a positive role if we establish 
procedures that will protect their rights. 

In addition, I have serious doubts 
about the long-range advisability of in
cluding projects in authorizing legisla
tion that have not received the approval 
of the Secretary of the Army and the 
President. This practice unfairly height
ens public anticipation and relinquishes 
to the executive branch the ultimate de
cision as to whether the project should 
be approved. This problem is partially 
a result of the fact that Congress con
siders water projects on a biennial basis. 
The oversight hearings to be held by the 
Senate Public Works Committee next 
year will provide an opportunity to ex
plore possible alternatives to the present 
congressional authorization process. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
the Omnibus Rivers and Harbors and 
Flood Control Act which the Senate and 
House have agreed to represents Con
gress continued commitment to progress 
for America. Included in this bill are a 
wide variety of flood control, naviga
tion, beach erosion, and water develop
ment projects, which are located in 21 
States. Of particular significance are sev
eral projects which will materially bene
fit the people and economy of our State. 

First, the bill includes an authoriza
tion of $13,710,000 for improving and en
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larging the harbor at Freeport, Tex. At 
present, the existing channel and ba
sins are not adequate to accommodate 
the ever-increasing traffic of super
tanll;ers and large cargo vessels. The 
funds included in this bill are very nec
essary if the Freeport Harbor is to be 
capable of handling the rapidly grow
ing commerce along the Texas gulf coast. 

Second, the bill authorizes funds for 
the construction and operation of a com
prehensive Red River chloride control 
project. The purpose of this project 
is to control and eliminate the salt 
pollution in the Red River which is seri
ously affecting the farms and commu
nities in Texas and Oklahoma which 
must depend on this river as a source of 
water. I am glad that this important 
work will go forward. 

Third, the bill also authorizes the be
ginning of the Sabine River Basin ftood 
control project along the Sabine River 
in southeast Texas. At present there is 
no major flood control project in the 
Sabine River Basin. As a result, fre
quent flooding has caused a great deal 
of property damage in this area in the 
last few years. It is estimated that floods 
along the Sabine River cause an average 
of $5.2 million in damages each year, 
This project will not only correct the 
flood problem but also provides a source 
of water for the growing towns and cit
ies in this area. 

The bill as originally reported by the 
Senate Public Works Committee did not 
include this project, however, the Sen
ate in its wisdom agreed to my floor 
amendment and restored this important 
project to the bill. Therefore, up to $40 
million is now authorized to start work 
on this project. 

Fourth, I am pleased that the conferees 
agreed to include in the final version of 
this bill authority for the Chief of En
gineers to construct an elevated road
way to provide an alternate access to the 
Wolf Creek Park area in Ochiltree Coun
ty, Tex. I am very glad that the Sen
ate conferees agreed to my arguments for 
this project and included it in the bill. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I com
mend the distinguished chairman of the 
Senate Public Works Committee, Sen
ator RANDOLPH, and all the members for 
their efforts on this bill. Congress can 
take pride in their work. 

Mr. COOPER. Mr. President, when the 
Senate considered the Omnibus Rivers 
and Harbors and Flood Control Act of 
1970 on December 9, the senior Senator 
from Oregon <Mr. HATFIELD) was absent 
from the Senate on official business. He 
had left with me a statement to include 
in the RECORD of the debate on that bill 
which reflected his great concern about 
the Coos Bay, Oreg. navigation project. 

I inadvertently mislaid the statement 
so that it was not included with the regu
lar consideration of that legislation. Now 
with the adoption of the conference re
port as our pending business on the rivers 
and harbors and flood control legislation, 
I ask unanimous consent that the state
ment of Senator HATFIELD before the 
Committee on Public Works at the time 
of the public hearing on the Coos Bay 
project be included in the RECORD at this 
point. He was so interested in seeing that 
the Coos Bay project was authorized that 

he presented testimony during commit
tee hearings urging its approval. I am 
happy that it was included in the Senate 
and House versions of the bills. ' 

I also want to place Senator HATFIELD's 
statement in the RECORD as it indicates 
his deep interest and advocacy of the 
Coos Bay, Oreg., project. His strong sup
port caused our Public Works Committee 
to support his request. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD as follows: 
STATEMENT OF HON. MARK 0~ HATFIELD, A 

U.S. SENATOR F'ROM THE STATE OF OREGON 

Mr. Chairman, included in H.R. 15166 is a 
harbor improvement project at Coos Bay, 
Oregon. I appear here today to offer my full 
support for this project. 

The city of Coos Bay is located on the 
Southern Oregon coast. The population of 
Coos Bay is about 16,000 and serves Coos 
County with 55,000 people. 

In the past, Coos Bay has been a lumbering 
area and a shipping center. I will not repeat 
here what you on this Committee have heard 
me saying on the Senate floor ever since I 
have been in the Senate regarding the con
nection between high interest rates, the de
cline in new housing starts, and the slow
down in Oregon's lumber economy. Coos Bay 
has suffered, as have other Oregon towns, by 
this decline. The area is suffering from eco
nomic doldrums. 

Currently, the existing Federal project con
sists of a twin-jetty protected entrance 
channel, interior channels, anchorage areas, 
and turning basins. We all are aware of the 
growth in vessel size in recent years. In Coos 
Bay, existing channel depths are not ade
quate for modern cargo vessels under full 
load. In addition, wave conditions in the 
entrance channel coupled with insu1ficiem; 
depths in the channel often cause vessel 
delays. 

Mr. Chairman, Coos Bay is the largest port 
facility between the Columbia River, over 
200 miles to the North, and the San Fran
cisco Bay, over 450 miles to the South. As a 
port, it stands ready to grow, hampered only 
by the problems set out above. An adequate 
labor force is available to meet increased 
growth in port activities. 

As you are aware, the proposed improve
ment generally consists of modifying the ex
isting project by deepening and widening 
the project channels to provide a 45-foot 
depth in the entrance channel, a 35-foot 
depth in the interior channel, construction 
of an anchorage area 1,000 by 2,000 feet to 
a depth of 35 feet near mile 6, deepening 
and widening existing turning basins and 
abandonment of existing authorized an
chorages at mile 3.5 and mile 7. 

The cost of this project is not great. Figured 
at a 1967 price level, it totalled $9,200,000, 
with $9,100,000 in Federal funding and $100,-
000 of non-Federal funds. Infiation will have 
increased these costs, but this same inflation 
is what is hm'tlng the economic life in the 
Coos Bay area. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I would like 
to say that I had the pleasure of speaking in 
Coos Bay recently at the dedication of a 
new downtown mall. 

As I sa.ld, the lumber slowdown has hurt 
this area greatly and the people would have 
had cause to complruin and grumble. In
stead of this, however, I found complete 
faith in their community, as evidenced by 
the personal dedication needed to launch 
such an ambitious undertaking to create a 
downtown mall. 

This harbor improvement project would 
demonstrate that their faith in the future 
of Coos Bay 1s well founded. Completion 
of this will give the local economy a needed 
shot in the arm. I hope th1s Committee will 
act favorably on this project. 
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Last week, when I learned th1s hearing 

was scheduled, I talked with people in the 
Coos Bay area. I asked for some expressions 
of support and details of the effect of this 
project trom them. The most complete state
ment came from WilliamS. Schroeder, Presi
dent of the Coos Bay Port Commission. I 
would like to quote his telegram, and then 
refer to some of the points he raises: 

Coos BAY, OREG., April10, 1970. 
SENATOR MARK 0. HATFIELD, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: When the request 
for an improved channel was initiated in 
1963, the 250 vessels using Coos Bay averaged 
a-bout 450 feet in length and 10,000 dead
weight tons. Last year, 1969, 450 vessels used 
the port and averaged over 500 feet in length. 
One hundred and fifty vessels varied between 
13,000 and 38,000 deadweight tons. The re-
mainder, with few exceptions, are from 10,000 
to 13,000 tons. Today we have vessels 650 
feet in length 98 feet in width making regular 
calls at our port. These deeper draft vessels 
suffer a financial loss of over $125 per hour 
by the delays incurred in waiting for high 
tide and the hazards of naVigation are in
creased considerably with all traffic attempt
ing to depart the port simultaneously. 

The 1963 tonnage of 1,288,634 has increased 
to. in 1969, 3,552,850 tons. This increase of 
2,264,216 tons which is almost triple the 1963 
figure, has contributed to a more favorable 
balance of trade. Coos Bay in 1969 exported 
to foreign countries 2,729,250 tons of lum
ber, logs, plywood, and wood chips. Your at
tention is invited to the Corps of Engineers 
projection for the year 2020, which assumed 
that 3,050,000 tons of cargo would be handled 
through the port of Coos Bay. Actually this 
figure was surpassed in 1968. Conceivement of 
such an increase in the export trade was not 
possible in the mid-1960's. Our increased 
tonnage has all been in the foreign market. 

We request our present channel entrance be 
deepened from 40 feet at the entrance to 45 
feet and the inner channel from 30 feet to 35 
feet. The upper half of the channel to be 
widened from 300 feet to 400 feet. Since the 
docks are concentrated in the upper bay there 
1s little need to widen the lower bay part 
of the channel. 

The Corps of Engineers have found a 
favorable cost benefit ratio of 1.62 to 1 and 
this without knowledge of 1969 actual ton
nage. We will continue our increase in this 
foreign trade if our channel can be improved 
to accommodate the ever larger vessels. 

The port of Coos Bay is the largest lumber 
shipping port in the U.S. and if our channel 
is not improved we anticipate that within 
5 years we will lose one-third of our shipping. 
This means that 10,000 persons will be di
rectly affected. The wage loss will be $1.5 
million in stevedore wages, a quarter m111ion 
dollars each in tug boat and teamster 
wages ... this does not include the financial 
impact upon persons engaged in serVices. 
The port of Coos Bay is an export port, 90 
percent of the forest products in Coos County 
are shipped by water out of the port of Coos 
Bay in deep draft vessels. 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM S. SCHROEDER, 

President, Ooos Bay Port Commission. 
The points ra.lsed in this telegram point 

out the urgency of this matter. The growth 
in vessel size, the increase in traffic, and the 
growth potential all call for t.h1.s project to 
be considered now. 

In addition, telegrams of support were re
ceived from the Coos Bay Mayor and City 
Manager, Board of Commissioners, Chamber 
of Commerce, and Mayors and City Councils 
of North Bend, Eastside, and Myrtle Point. 

I ask permission of the Chairman that 
these short telegrams be incorporated as part 
of my statement. Thank you. 

Coos BAY, OREG., 
April 10, 1970. 

SENATOR MARK HATFIELD, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.O. 

DEAR SENATOR HATFIELD: This is to express 
support from the mayor and city council of 
Coos Bay for the proposed Coos Bay harbor 
improvements, including the deepening and 
widening the ships channel turn basins and 
improvement of the bar itself. As you are 
well aware the Coos Bay area depends to a 
great degree on the lumber industry for its 
jobs. Since the port of Coos Bay is one of 
the largest shipping centers of wood prod
ucts in the world you can appreciate how 
important this port is to the economy of 
the area. With the trend to larger and larger 
ships it is imperative that the bat" and chan
nel facilities be improved to enable these 
vessels to continue to use the port of Coos 
Bay. 

Sincerely, 
HAROLD A. LEEDOM, 

Oity Manager. 

COQUILLE, OREG., 
April10,1970. 

SENATOR MARK HATFIELD, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.O.: 

It is our understanding that the public 
works commission will be holding a hearing 
on the proposed improvement of the Coos 
Bay harbor in the very near future. The con
tinued and proper development and main
tenance of the Coos Bay Harbor is Vitally 
important to the economy of the entire coun
ty and much of the Pacific coast and since 
Coos Bay Harbor handles more lumber for 
export than other ports in the world we 
feel it is vitally important that these im
provements go forward with the best possi
ble haste and receive your full support for 
which we thank you in advance. 

Sincerely, 
Coos CoUNTY BOARD OF 

COMMISSIONERS, 

Coos BAY, OREG., 

FRANKL. REMA, 
Chairman. 

WILLIAM L. MILLER, 
LoNNIE VANELSBERG. 

April10, 1970. 

Han. MARK 0. HATFIELD, 
Senate Office Building, Washington, D.O. 

The Coos Bay REA Chamber of Commerce 
heartily supports your efforts in behalf of 
H.B. 15166, the Comprehensive Harbor Im
provement Act, as being of viltal importance 
to the primary lumber export city. Please ad
vise how we can be of further help toward 
passage of this bill. 

FRED M. BRENNE, 
Manager Ooos Bay Area Chamber of 

Commerce. 

Aprtl10, 1970. 
NORTH BEND, OREG., 
Senator MARK 0. HATFIELD, 
U.S. Senate Office Building, Washington, D.O. 

The North Bend City Council wishes to go 
on record as supporting the Coos Bay deep 
channel project. 

Coos BAY, OREG., 

HARRY M. GRAHAM, 
Mayor. 

April11, 1970. 

Senator MARK 0. HATFIELD, 
U.S. Senate, Washington, D.O. 

We support the deep channel project for 
the port of Coos Bay. 

MAYOR and COUNCIL. 
Eastside, Oreg. 

MYRTLE POINT, OREG., 
Han. MARK HATFIELD, 

April10,1970. 

U.S. Senate, Washington, D.O., 
City of Myrtle Point fully supports deep 

channel project for port of Coos Bay. Im
provement needed for shipment of forest 
products so vital to economy of this area. 

ERVIN R. WILBERGER, 
Maym. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, I 
move adoption of the conference report. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRANSTON). The question is on agreeing 
to the conferer1ce report. 

The conference report was agreed to. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Pursuant 
to the previous order, the Chair rec
ognizes the Senator from Montana for 
15 minutes. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 

A message from the House of Rep
resentatives, by Mr. Berry, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the 
House had passed the bill <S. 3835) to 
provide a comprehensive Federal pro
gram for the prevention and treatment 
of alcohol abuse and alcoholism, with 
an amendment, in which it requested 
the concurrence of the Senate. 

The message also announced that the 
House had passed the bill <S. 4106) to 
amend the Public Health Service Act in 
order to provide for the establishment of 
a National Health Service Corps, with 
amendments, in which it requested the 
concurrence of the Senate. 

The message further announced that 
the House had passed a bill <H.R. 19567) 
to continue until the close of June 30, 
1971, the International Coffee Agreement 
Act of 1968, in which it requested the 
concurrence of the Senate. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

The message also announced that the 
Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
enrolled bill <H.R. 12962) for the relief 
of Maureen O'Leary Pimpare, and it was 
signed by the Acting President pro tem
pore (Mr. ALLEN). 

HOUSE BILL REFERRED 

The bill (H.R. 19567) to continue un
til the close of June 30, 1971, the Inter
national Coffee Agreement Act of 1968, 
was read twice by its title and referred 
to the Committee on Finance. 

THE PRISONERS OF WAR AND 
THE PARIS TALKS 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, in 
recent weeks statements of merit that 
are worthy of our most serious consid
eration have been made by the distin
guished Senator from Washington <Mr. 
JACKSON), advocating a cease-fire not 
only through Christmas and the New 
Year's season, but through Tet as well. 
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The administration has indicated its sup
port of such proposals. 

Furthermore, the distinguished deputy 
minority leader, the Senator from Michi
gan (Mr. GRIFFIN), has advocated a pro
posal which likewise has the support of 
the administration, relative to the release 
of a certain number of prisoners ·of war 
held in South Vietnam in the hope that it 
would bring about reciprocal action by 
the North Vietnamese. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, may we have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, the 
distinguished Senator from Kansas <Mr. 
DoLE) has been very active in behalf of 
the POW's-more active, perhaps, than 
anyone else in the Senate, with some ex
ceptions, and certain people in this 
country. 

The Senator from Kar~as <Mr. DoLE) 
is to be commended for his unflagging 
and unfailing interest. 

It is the reporting by the Foreign Re
lations Committee to the Senate of Sen
ate Resolution 486, which was submitted 
by the distinguished Senator from Kan
sas joined in by 30 or 40 Senators, and 
its adoption this morning, that I would 
like to use as a basis for the remarks 
which I am about to make, because my 
thesis has to do with the talks in Paris 
and their possible relations to negotia
tions seeking to bring about a release of 
all the POW's held by North Vietnam at 
the present time. 

Mr. President, the President's policy 
in bringing about a steady reduction of 
forces in Vietnam has been commended, 
properly, many times on the floor of the 
Senate. The withdrawal is all to the good; 
it is in the interests of this Nation. The 
Senate has supported the progressive re
duction; I have supported it, personally, 
expressing only the hope that the exodus 
might be speeded up. At the very least, 
it has seemed to me that nothing ought 
to be permitted to interfere in any way 
with the progressive reduction of U.S. 
forces, provided, of course, that the 
forces still remaining at any time are 
adequately safeguarded. 

I would hope, for example, that neither 
the words nor the actions of the execu
tive branch or the Congress would delay 
in any way the departure of all Ameri
can forces from Indochina because only 
a full withdrawal, in my judgment, can 
serve the vital interests of the United 
States. Only a full withdrawal will finally 
end all American casualties which is, af
ter all, a fundamental of present policy, 
as I understand it. I repeat, Mr. Presi
dent not some but all American casual
ties must be ended as soon as possible. 
There is not and cannot be a tolerable 
level of American casualties in a misbe
gotten war. 

So once more, let me say that the Pres
ident is to be commended for hewing to 
his policy of continuing to draw down 
U.S. forces and for exceeding the target 
figure of reduction which he had estab-
lished for this point in time. It is no mean 
achievement to move the machinery of 
the executive branch to bring about a 
shift of this kind. Notwithstanding, I 
must note, in all candor, that we are far 
from out of the jungle in Indochina. 

To sense how tightly we continue to be 
ensnared, we had better look most ca~e
fully not only to the U.S. forces remam
ing in Vietnam-there are almost 350,000 
still there-well below the total of almost 
550 000 2 years ago--but also to the con
tingents of U.S. personnel in Laos and 
Thailand. We had better look, too, to U.S. 
military activities other than ground ac
tion whether air bombardments, naval 
eng~gements, or whatever, which ar~ still 
taking place throughout the Indochinese 
peninsula. We should note, also, the ex
panding area of military action in which 
our forces-be they on the ground, in the 
air or on the sea--are engaged. A U.S. 
ser~iceman is no less a casualty if he is 
killed when his helicopter strikes a moun
tain in Laos or his plane is shot down 
while flying close support for a Vietnam
ese battalion in Cambodia than when he 
is shattered by a boobytrap outside 
Saigon. 

We had better take a look, too, at the 
degree to which we continue to assume 
and to increase-not only by our acts but 
by our words-U.S. responsibilities for 
the survival of governments in the cap
itals of all three Indochinese countries. 
Finally, we will gage more accurately 
the distance yet to go in ending this in
volvement by noting the lack of progress 
in the meetings in Paris. 

I regret to have to say it but I must 
say it most soberly-by any of these 
other measures there are no indications 
of an end in sight to the involvement in 
Indochina. I do not see that the scope of 
that involvement has even shrunk in the 
past year or so, with the significant ex
ception already noted of the tactical cur
tailment of the use of U.S. forces, air, 
sea, and ground. 

We may well ask ourselves, for ex
ample, what is changed in our relation
ship with the Saigon government? y.rhat 
is its life expectancy without a contmued 
powerful U.S. military presence, not to 
speak of a steady fiow of massive U.S. 
aid? What of the Government in Laos? 
Does it stand closer to survival as a neu
tral or in any other independent way, 
now that many Americans are engaged 
there and the dollars flood into that 
country? Is there a cutoff of either U.S. 
casualties or aid in sight? When can the 
withdrawal of the American contingents 
be expected? What of the related aid and 
contingents with regard to Thailand? 

Then there is Cambodia. This time last 
year there were perhaps 11 Americans 
in a miniscule diplomatic mission and 
no aid program of any kind. Hostile 
forces were present only along the Cam
bodian-Vietnamese borders. No Ameri
cans were involved anywhere in Cambo
dia. No U.S. casualties of any kind were 
being incurred in that country. To be 
sure there was a government in Phnom 
Penh with only a fingertip grip on neu
trality. Some considered that govern
ment not to be very friendly to the 
United States and, indeed, in its public 
utterances frequently it was not. 

Now there is a government which seems 
more friendly to the United States. How
ever, that government's hold on the coun
try is dubious, even a few miles outside 
the capital city in any direction. North 
Vietnamese forces are no longer concen
trated in the border sanctuaries but to-

gether with Cambodian guerrilla forces, 
they have spread in reinforced strength 
over one-half to three-quarters of 
Cambodia. 

The staff of 11 Americans at the U.S. 
mission in Phnom Penh a year ago has 
burgeoned to 60 at present and it is still 
growing. The executive branch on its 
own has already funneled through that 
mission a commitment of $105 million to 
the new Government of Cambodia. It has 
asked the Congress not only to under
write that commitment, but to join in 
committing another $155 million, a step 
which the Senate on Wednesday last said 
that it was prepared to take. I would be 
less than honest if I did not express my 
concern at that decision although I bow, 
of course, to the collective wisdom of 
the Senate. 

It should be noted that the request 
was made under a familiar slogan: 
"spending dollars is better than spending 
lives.'' Of course, it is better to spend 
dollars· who would disagree with that 
order ~f priority? But is the evaluation 
valid? 

Before we travel much further down 
that road, we had better note that the 
same slogan marked the beginning of the 
U.S. involvement in Vietnam as well as 
in Laos. Since then, we have scattered 
over a hundred billion dollars of the 
people's taxes along that slippery road. 
Far more tragic, a total of over 53,000 
American lives have ended and over 
290,000 others have suffered wounds on 
that tragic trail. In short, the accurate 
evaluation in Indochina is not to be 
found in the slogan: "better to spend 
money than lives." No, Mr. President, if 
we must use slogans, the more appro
priate phrase in Indochina would appear 
to be "aid-money first and lives later." 
That has been the pattern to date. 

We may ask ourselves, too, whether our 
involvement in Indochina is shrinking or 
growing when we perceive that the air
war has long since been emended from 
Vietnam to all of Laos and appears, now, 
to be on the verge of an extension to all 
of Cambodia. Moreover, what began as 
an understandable sympathy for the 
1,500 Americans who are believed to be 
prisoners of Hanoi has given rise to words 
and actions, in multiplying indication 
that the area of our military involve
ment may well be expanding still further 
to reembrace bombing raids over North 
Vietnam. It will be recalled that it was 
the bombing of the North which led 
originally to the deaths of many Ameri
can airmen and the capture of almost 
all of the Americans whom we now seek 
to free from the prison camps of North 
Vietnam. The raids were curtailed under 
the previous administration and this 
wastage of American lives was, at last, 
halted. Are we now about to begin it all 
over again? 

Finally, if we would measure the dis
tance to the end of our involvement we 
should take into consideration what is 
transpiring in the Paris talks. The over
whelming fact, there, is that, until now, 
there was little worth mentioning. The 
talks are back almost to the beginning 
of a beginning. Two years later, they are 
as far from bonafide negotiations as they 
have ever been. 

All in all, then, we would be well ad-
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vised, I believe to face frankly the reality 
that there is more to bringing about an 
end to our involvement in Indochina 
than the removal of a substantial part 
of our expeditionary forces from Viet
nam-a step which I do not deprecate 
but commend in every way. The fact is, 
however, that what we are dealing with 
is hydra-headed. While the drawndown 
of U.S. ground forces has helped to re
duce casualties in one area, the other 
entrapments have tightened their hold 
upon this Nation. 

I would hope the Senate, therefore, in 
the closing days of the expiring Congress, 
in a time of haste and weariness, will 
not have acted in a fashion which lends 
encouragement or support in any way, 
shape, or form to a deepening of this 
tragedy which has already done so much 
to erode the foundations of the Nation's 
unity and stability. 

I would hope, too, that the President in 
his continuing search for a responsible 
settlement, might consider directing 
that a pointed effort be made to seek 
new ingresses to a peaceful solution 
either in Paris or elsewhere. It seems to 
me that the executive branch might try 
to concentrate its negotiating attention 
at this time in an effort to determine 
whether the release of all U.S. prisoners 
of war might not better be secured as a 
quid pro quo, if we were prepared to set 
forth a timetable for the progressive 
withdrawal of the balance of the U.S. 
forces in Vietnam at this time, both 
events to take place under the umbrella 
of a ceasefire which would bring, of 
course, an immediate end to all U.S. 
casualties. Something along these lines 
is within the scope of the President's 
October 7 statement. At the same time, 
the release of U.S. prisoners is within 
the scope of peace proposals which were 
made by North Vietnam on September 
17. 

This week, at the 95th session of the 
peace talks in Paris, Madam Nguyen Thi 
Binh repeated a previous proposal offer
ing an immediate cease-fire in Vietnam 
in return for a declaration of United 
States and allied troop withdrawal by 
June 30, 1971. 

She also stated that U.S. acceptance 
of this proposal would mean immediate 
negotiations on the release of captured 
American prisoners. Madame Binh ig
nored the U.S. proposal that meetings 
be held every day to try to bring about 
the release of all U.S. prisoners by Christ
mas. 

Shortly after that meeting concluded, 
Xuan Thuy, the chief of the North Viet
namese delegation, noting that Ambas
sador Bruce has rejected the proposal 
for a U.S. withdrawal by June 30, 1971, 
said: 

I, therefore, propose that if the United 
States is not willing to accept June 30, 1971 
as the date for final wlthdTawa.l of all its 
troops, then it should suggest another reason
able date. In that case, we can immediately 
consider the American suggestion. 

At the 95th conference, Ambassador 
Bruce, after calling for "immediate ne
gotiations on an internationally super
vised ceaseftre-in-place throughout all 
of Indochina,'' repeated the readiness of 
the United States to negotiate on an 
agreed timetable "for complete troop 

withdrawal as part of an overall settle
ment in Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia." 

Perhaps in this give-and-take at Paris 
and also based in part on the President's 
proposals of October 7 and Hanoi's pro
posals of September 17, the two points 
to which reference is made-that is, the 
release of all U.S. prisoners of war cou
pled to a timetable for the final with
drawal of U.S. forces-might be explored 
exclusively-and I emphasize that word 
"exclusively" because that would mean 
setting these two issues apart--to see 
whether or not they may be reconciled 
as a starting point of a ceasefire to be 
followed by the negotiation of a complete 
settlement. It would be my hope, Mr. 
President, that this approach may light 
a clear signpost to peace. 

May I say that I submit these thoughts 
with an understanding and appreciation, 
I think, of the complexities and intran
sigences which confront the President. 
I submit them, nevertheless, in concern 
lest we find ourselves operating under a 
new fail-safe-deeper within this tragic 
involvement--a new point of no return 
in Indochina. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, would 

the distL"'lguished Senator from Missouri 
(Mr. EAGLETON) yield briefly to me, with
out losing his right to the floor? 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I am 
willing to yield for a brief period to the 
Senator from Michigan with the under
standing that I do not lose my right to 
the floor and that on resuming the floor 
my remarks do not constitute a second 
speech. I do want to add that I have a 
gentleman's understanding with the 
Senator from Nevada (Mr. BIBLE) that 
after a not unseemly period he should be 
notified so he may come back and pro
ceed on the DOT appropriation confer
ence report. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. May I have 10 minutes? 
Mr. EAGLETON. May I inquire of the 

Chair how long we have been on matters 
unrelated to the DOT conference report? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifty
eight minutes. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, would the 
Senator yield to me for 6 or 8 minutes? 

Mr. EAGLETON. I would be pleased to 
yield to any Senator who wants me to 
yield, but I feel under some moral obli
gation to the manager of the conference 
report. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
think the Senator from Missouri would 
be doing the manager of the conference 
report a favor at this time by yielding. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, with 
those words of the majority leader, I 
shall yield first to the Senator from 
Michigan, then to the Senator from 
Rhode Island, and then to the Senator 
from Kansas. 

PRISONERS OF WAR AND THE 
PARIS TALKS 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, I lis
tened with close attention to the remarks 
of the distinguished majority leader, and 
I appreciate his reference to a proposal 
made earlier this week by the junior 

Senator from Michigan concerning pris
oners of war. 

As I reported to the Senate earlier, I 
had a very interesting experience about 
a month ago when I met for over an 
hour with North Vietnam's Delegate 
General to France, Mr. Mai Van Bo. At 
that time I discussed with him some of 
the same matters which the distin
guished majority leader has discussed 
today. 

Unfortl.Ulately, in her speech, Madam 
Binh, gave no indication that the Com
munist side at the Paris talks would be 
willing to discuss the release of prisoners 
unless we first announce that all Ameri
can troops will be out of South Vietnam 
by a given date. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. By June 30. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. By June 30. And, as the 

distinguished majority leader has point
ed out very appropriately, President 
Nixon's proposal or initiative of October 
7 indicated that our side is ready to dis
cuss the matter of a withdrawal time
table. This is a matter we are willing to 
discuss. But to be realistic we must keep 
in mind that the other side has refused 
to talk about the subjects. The other side 
refuses to discuss the release of prison
ers. The other side refuses to discuss the 
matter of a timetable. Madam Binh has 
taken the position that her side will not' 
even engage in discussions concerning 
the release of prisoners of war unless 
and until after we unilaterally announce 
that all troops will be out by June 30. 

Hopefully, the other side may change 
its unreasonable position at some point. 
But, unfortunately, that is their position 
now, as I understand it. They will not 
even discuss the matter. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at that point? 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I tried to bring out 

in my speech a reference made by Xuan 
Thuy, the chief of the North Vietnamese 
delegation in Paris this week, at the 95th 
session, which goes beyond what Madam 
Binh has said, because the Senator's 
statement about Madam Binh was ab
solutely correct. After that meeting, at 
which Madam Binh restated the old 
theme, "Withdraw by June 30, 1971, and 
then we will discuss the prisoners of 
war,'' Xuan Thuy, chief of the North 
Vietnamese delegation, said: 

I, therefore, propose that if the United 
States is not willing to accept June 30, 1971, 
as the date for final Withdrawal of all its 
troops, then it should suggest another rea
sonable date. In that case, we ca.n immedi
ately consider the American suggestion. 

So it appears to me there is a good deal 
of flexibility there, which may be tied in 
with the proposals made by the President 
on October 7 of this year, because I 
think the President's proposal had a 
great deal in the way of substance and 
a great amount of flexibility. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I certainly would agree 
with the majority leader's description 
of the President's proposal. He proposed, 
for example, that all prisoners of war be 
released by both sides. 

His other proposals were not neces
sarily tied to each other. They could be 
considered as a whole, or in parts, or in 
groups related or unrelated, but there 
were no conditions. 
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I hope that perhaps the majority lead

er's interpretation of Xuan Thuy's re
mark may indicate some greater de
gree of flexibility than was the case be
fore. I do not know if it does, but at 
least there is a possibility. 

When I was with Delegate General 
Mai Van Bo in the conference, I took 
very careful notes of our conference, and 
drafted a memorandum following it. 

We had a conversation on that point, 
that went like this: 

I said to the Delegate General: 
In Madam Binh's speech, she spoke about 

"discussing" the release of captured mili
tary men if the U.S. would first declare that 
all troops will be Withdrawn. Perhaps you 
can clarify a point for me. Did Madam Binh 
mean that prisoners would be released if 
troops were Withdrawn-or only that there 
would be "discussions" if all troops are With
drawn? 

Delegate General Bo responded in this 
way: 

That question has already been answered 
in the talks. If you read carefully the text 
of our response you would know that "dis
cussions" "Leading to release" will be held 
if the U.S. declares that all troops be out by 
June 30, 1971. 

Then I said to the Delegate General: 
When you say that "discussions" will be 

held "leading to release," does that con
template that other conditions besides the 
Withdrawal of all troops could be involved? 

He avoided the question, and said: 
If you read the history of the Vietnamese 

people, you will know how we look upon the 
question of captured American pilots-

And went on into a discussion of pris-
oners of war. 

I again commend the distinguished 
majority leader for focusing attention 
on this very important subject. I thought 
perhaps my experience rather recently 
might help put the situation in focus, 
and indicate how really very difficult it 
is. 

I am happy now to yield to the Senator 
from Kansas. 

Mr. DOLE. I think the Senator from 
Rhode Island has the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Missouri has the floor. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I yield to the Senator 
from Kansas, under the previous stipula
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. I appreciate the Senator's 
yielding in accordance with the stipula
tion. I share the view expressed by the 
majority leader that perhaps, in the 
closing stages of this session, it is well 
that we turn our attention to the plight 
of the American prisoner of war, wher
ever he may be in Indochina, and that 
we make an effort again, in cooperation 
with the excutlve branch, to seek to do 
whatever it may entail to secure there
lease of American prisoners. 

I also acknowledge and appreciate the 
interest of the majority leader and the 
interest of the assistant minority leader 
in Senate Resolution 486, which was 
passed earlier today. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that additional sponsors not listed 
on Senate Resolution 486 as reported by 
the Committee on Foreign Relations be 
properly noted, as follows: The Senator 

from Iowa <Mr. MILLER), the Senator 
from New Mexico <Mr. ANDERSON), the 
Senator from Oklahoma <Mr. BELLMON), 
the Senator from Rhode Island <Mr. 
PASTORE), the Senator from Wisconsin 
<Mr. PROXMIRE), and the Senator from 
New Hampshire <Mr. MciNTYRE). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRANSTON). Without objection, it is SO 

ordered. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I find myself 

in general agreement with the state
ment of the distinguished majmity lead
er. I share the view expressed by the ma
jority leader that we must do everything 
possible, and as quickly as possible, to 
extricate ourselves from South Vietnam. 
I appreciate the majority leader's refer
ence to the efforts by President Nixon. As 
indicated, the troop level has been re
duced by about 200,000 Americans in less 
than 2 years' time. There will be a further 
reduction of some 50,000 or 60,000 by 
next May 1. At that point in time, about 
80 percent of the combat troops will have 
been withdrawn, and about 50 percent 
of the total American forces, the troop 
level, as compared to January 20, 1969. 

This is progress, as the distinguished 
majority leader indicated. But I rec
ognize, as others recognize, that there is 
still one very difficult problem that has 
not been resolved, at least we see no evi
dence of any resolution, and that is the 
plight of the American prisoners and the 
plight of the Americans missing in 
action, whether they be in North Viet
nam, South Vietnam, or some other place 
in Indochina. 

There is one theory that if we continue 
the Vietnamization program, if we re
duce the troop level, then we take away 
our bargaining power, and if we leave 
these American prisoners, some 1,500 to 
1,600 American prisoners and Americans 
missing in action somewhere in Indo
china, we, in effect, desert them for the 
goal of Vietnamization; that if we take 
away this bargaining power and reduce 
our own military power, we, in effect, 
write off some 1,600 Americans. 

That is not the intention of anyone in 
the Senate. That is not the intention of 
this administration. It is not the inten
tion of any administration, past or 
future. 

I share the view expressed by the Sen
ator from Michigan that we are willing 
now to exchange-the suggestion of the 
Senator was 1,500 and some prisoners 
without any reciprocity, as I understand 
it-just merely to release that many. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. If the Senator will per
mit, as he knows, the President has pro
posed that both sides release all prisoners 
which would involve a 10-to-1 advantage 
to the other side. 

Mr. DOLE. Yes. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. I have proposed, on my 

own, that we not only release unilaterally 
all sick and wounded being held by our 
side, but that we, as a gesture, go ahead 
and release 1,500 North Vietnamese pris
oners unilaterally, tc increase the world 
pressure and moral pressure on the other 
side. 

Mr. DOLE. I share this suggestion. 
There is no doubt in my mind that the 
North Vietnamese are feeling the heat of 
world opinion. Having read the memo
randum prepared by the junior Senator 

from Michigan following his conference 
with Ambassador Bo of North Vietnam, 
there is little doubt in my mind that they 
are experiencing the effects of world 
public opinion. 

In fact, as I recall, one of their last 
gestures was to present the Senator with 
the North Vietnamese paper which indi
cated, among other things, that the 
American p1isoners were properly cared 
for. 

But above and beyond that, I share the 
view expressed by the distinguished. ma
jority leader that there must be flexi
bility, there must be a continuing effort, 
I assume there is a continuing effort by 
Ambassador Bruce and others responsi
ble for the Paris peace talks, toward find
ing some way to resolve the knotty issues 
relating to Ame1ican prisoners of war. 

I joined with the Senator from Wash
ington <Mr. JACKSON) in suggesting a 
standstill cease fire, as did many others 
with differing views on the war in Indo
china. I was pleased that President 
Nixon, in effect, advocated a somewhat 
similar cease fire proposal on October 7. 

It occurs to me that we may be reach
ing some agreement. There may be some 
movement at the Paris peace talks. The 
question may be what comes first, the 
standstill cease fire, the exchange of 
prisoners, or setting some date in the 
future for the withdrawal of all Ameri
can troops. 

This body has debated at great length 
the so-called amendment to end the war, 
which would have, in effect, set a dead
line. I think the last deadline proposed 
was March 1, 1972, which seems to be, 
and of course is, many months away. 

But I feel that this is one decision 
which must be left with the executive 
branch, with the President. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield at this point, when he 
is ref erring to a date? 

Mr. DOLE. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. I agree. If the Sen

ator will recall, in my remarks I did not 
state that a final date for withdrawal 
should be made publicly. I agreed that 
it should be the President's prerogative, 
and I thought I had worded it in such a 
way that while questions could be raised, 
the intent was clear. 

Mr. DOLE. I was going to say that the 
Senator from Montana left that option 
for the President, and that is why I 
find myself in very close agreement with 
his statement. 

I find this particularly true, again, 
with reference to the American pris
oner of war. I find this particularly true 
because it appears that every other 
course has failed, including the coura
geous raid by Americans on the Son Tay 
prison compound on November 21. 

So I would, for the most part, subscribe 
to the efforts of the distinguished ma
jority leader, again to emphasize a will
ingness on the part of our Government, 
to exercise a willingness to cooperate be
tween the legislative and executive 
branch in bringing about, hopefully, a 
teease-ftre, but, if not, of the release of 
the American prisoners of war; and, 
hopefully, through negotiations. If the 
President, through Ambassador Bruce, 
should suggest to the North Viet
namese negotiators in Paris some date 
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in the future. and if this would mean 
some movement and some flexibility and 
some release of American prisoners, then 
certainly this would be a great step for
ward-not only in the release of some 
1,500 Americans but, beyond that, per
haps a first step in arranging standstill 
cease-fire which would, of course, reduce 
all casualties. 

I share the view expressed by the ma
jority leader that, notwithstanding that 
casualties have been reduced from 300 
or more per week to 20 or more per week, 
one is too many in South Vietnam; and 
it makes no difference whether it is in 
combat or some accident in Indochina. 
One is too many. 

So we have a responsibility in the 
Senate, and certainly one we all recog
nize too well. 

I again would express my appreciation 
for Senate action on S. Res. 486, which 
was simply a resolution commending the 
brave acts of some 100 or more Ameri
cans who participated in a raid on the 
Son Tay prison camp on November 21. 

It again demonstrates our appreciation 
of the courageous acts, above and beyond 
the call of duty, of Americans. That was 
the purpose of the resolution, that was 
the intention of the resolution, and that 
was the resolution reported unanimously 
by the Committee on Foreign Relations. 

I thank the Senator for yielding. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. It was agreed to 

unanimously. 
Mr. DOLE. Yes. 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President--
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Missouri is recognized. 
Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that I may yield to 
the Senator from Rhode Island, under 
the previous limitation; that in yielding 
to him for the purpose of his delivering 
a brief speech, I do not lose my right to 
the floor; and that upon my resumption, 
it will not be counted as a second speech. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I not only 
listened to but also carefully read the 
speech of the senior Senator from Mon
tana, and I find myself in complete agree
ment with its logic, its facts, and its 
thrust. 

There is no doubt that the number 
of our ground forces in South Vietnam 
have been reduced. But there is no doubt 
that geographically the war has enlarged. 
When we think of the increasing com
mitments in Cambodia and Laos and also 
of the escalated dimensions in the air, 
the war is being enlarged. 

We should recognize, too, that as the 
war is enlarged in the air, most of the 
prisoners of war-or, from the North 
Vietnamese viewpoint, our captured mili
tary men-are basically pilots, and their 
situation results from the policy of bomb
ing which many of us here opposed vig
orously under the previous administra
tion. We see this policy of bombing be
ing resumed. If it is resumed, one of 
the inevitable results will be that the 
number of American prisoners of war 
will be increased, and that problem, 
rather than being simplified, will be 
complicated. 

I would think that we should recognize 
this fact and try to push harder along 

the lines advanced by the majority 
leader, according the North Vietnam
ese what they have always sought, 
which is an iron-clad assurance of the 
withdrawal of all American military men 
from an area where, from their view
point and my viewpoint and that of some 
of my colleagues, we have been interfer
ing in what is a civil war. If that assur
ance were given, I think many of the 
pieces would fall into place. 

I think back to the war between the 
States, in our own country, when, if 
Britain had been ill advised enough to 
have intervened and follow the policies 
we follow in Vietnam, that war, bloody 
as it was before unification was achieved, 
would have gone on considerably longer 
and been even bloodier. 

The majority leader brought out the 
remarks of Xuan Thuy, who said: 

I, therefore, propose that 1f the United 
States is not willing to accept June SO, 1971, 
as the date for final withdrawal of all its 
troops, then it should suggest another rea
sonable date. In that case, we can imme
diately consider the American suggestion. 

That seems to me to leave the door 
open. 

In diplomacy, you can look at doors 
that are ajar, and see them as either 
closed or possible to open. Too often in 
recent years, we have considered diplo
matic doors closed, rather than seeking 
the openings that exist and pressing 
ahead-rather than doing what Presi
dent Kennedy did at the time of Cuba, 
acting on the good side of things ancl 
ignoring the bad. If President Kennedy 
at that time had followed the last note 
of Khrushchev, I think we would have 
been in for the nuclear confrontation 
about which we were all concerned. But, 
by following the earlier note, President 
Kennedy was able to move along the 
course that relieved the tension there. 

By the same token, instead of slam
ming each statement that the North 
Vietnamese make, if we look for open
ings in them, I think our diplomacy will 
be more successful. 

In saying this, I say it in a completely 
bipartisan vein, because the whole mess 
was really escalated under the adminis
tration of my party, and it has so far 
been improved under the administration 
of another party, although now we see 
that the graph of escalation is starting 
to go the wrong way and rise once again. 

THE RESIGNATION OF 
AMBASSADOR YOST 

Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I rise at this 
time to say what a superb job I believe 
Ambassador Charles Woodruff Yost has 
done and is doing at the United Nations. 

Here I speak, too, not only as a U.S. 
Representative to the 25th General As
sembly of the United Nations, but as one 
who has known Ambassador Yost for 
some 25 years. In fact, he was my chief 
twice when I served in the Foreign 
Service. 

If ever there was a For-eign Service 
officer who combines the qualities of in
telligence, imperturbability, decency, 
sensitivity, and tact, it is Charles W. 
Yost. These qualities he has shown in all 
his tours of duty in difficult and arduous 
assignments in the almost 40 years he 
has served out Nation as a professional 

diplomatist in the truest sense of the 
word. It is, in fact, because of his abilities 
that he was one of our few career am
bassadors before he retired from the For
eign Service in April 1966. And, it is be
cause of his ability that he was recalled 
from retirement to serve as our first ca
reer professional diplomat to be our prin
oipal representative at the United 
Nations. 

Always, he has handled Foreign Serv
ice assignments unflinchingly and with 
ability and grace. 

I believe the spate of newspaper stories 
concerning his withdrawal treated a fine 
man in a shabby way and I, for one, 
wanted to take the floor and say what a 
superb job Ambassador Yost has done 
and how lucky we are to still have him in 
the service of our Nation. I only hope his 
talents and abilities may be drawn upon 
in the future for the benefit of our Na
tion. Rich a country as we are, we cannot 
afford to lose the services of men likP. 
Charles Yost. 

I ask unanimous consent to have 
printed in the RECORD a copy of Ambas
sador Yost's letter of resignation and 
President Nixon's reply. 

There being no objection, the letters 
were ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 

The PRESIDENT, 
The White House 

DECEMBER 11, 1970. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: I have the honor to 
submit my resignation as Permanent Repre
sentative of the United States to the United 
Nations, to take effect upon my successor's 
assumption of the office. 

I have greatly appreciated the opportunity 
to serve my Government in this capacity, 
and hope that during my tenure I have been 
able to express the continuing commitment 
of the American people to the United Na
tions and their desire to make it a more 
effective instrument for maintaining the se
curity of nations and the peace of the world. 

Respectfully yours, 
CHARLES W. YoST. 

THE WHITE HOUSE, 
Washington, D.O., December 11, 1970. 

Hon. CHARLES YOST, 
U.S. Representative to the United Nations, 

New Yark, N.Y. 
DEAR CHARLIE: Two years ago when you 

agreed to return to public life as this na
tion's Permanent Representative to the 
United Nations I felt that your appointment 
was among the best that I was making in 
forming my Administration. Your perform
ance during these two years has more than 
confirmed that judgment. 

Your performance at the United Nations 
has been a source of great strength to the 
foreign policy of the United Stat es and has 
been characterized by the highest degree of 
professionalism. You have understood, and 
have brought others to understand, the full 
dimensions of the contribution which the 
United Nations can make and must make 
to a world of peace and justice. Your entire 
career has exemplified the best American tra
ditions of public service. At the United Na
tions you have been the embodiment of the 
oldest American tradition, that of a decent 
respect for the opinions of mankind. 

I count upon being able to benefit in the 
future as I have in the past from the wis
dom and prudence which you have so un
selfishly contributed to the counsels of your 
nation for forty years. 

I am grateful to you, and accept your res
ignation with regret and with the warmest 
personal best wishes. 

Sincerely, 
RICHARD NIXON. 
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Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I associate 

myself with the fine remarks the Sena
tor from Rhode Island <Mr. PELL) has 
made about Ambassador Yost, with 
whom we have both served at the United 
Nations. 

Ambassador Yost has had a long and 
distinguished career in the service of our 
country, and has performed with distinc
tion all the tasks he has been given over 
the years. 

We were indeed fortunate to have had 
the services of a fine professional such as 
Mr. Yost in the delicate position of Am
bassador to the United Nations. 

I wish him the best of luck in what
ever future endeavors he may undertake, 
whether in the service of our Govern
ment or in private enterprise. 

SEABED RESOURCES 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, over the past 

few weeks, I have had the privilege to 
be a delegate to the 25th session of the 
United Nations General Assembly, par
ticipating in and observing firsthand the 
culmination of 3 years of work aimed at 
establishing international control of the 
wealth of the seabed and deep ocean 
floor. The internationalization of this 
vast area-with its untold resources-will 
not only serve to strengthen interna
tional cooperation and understanding but 
will, in time, permit the world commu
nity of nations to advance a number of 
common objectives, particularly more 
rapid economic development on the part 
of the less-industrialized nations. 

On December 18, 1970, the General As
sembly gave its stamp of approval to 
these measures by adopting overwhelm
ingly two companion resolutions. 

The first of these is a declaration of 
legal principles stating that the seabed 
and seabed resources lying beyond con
tinental shelf limits shall be treated as 
"the common heritage of mankind''; that 
the area shall be free from na tiona! ap
propriation or the exercise of national 
sovereignty or sovereign rights; that it 
shall be utilized exclusively for peaceful 
purposes; that it shall be developed in 
accordance with international rules and 
regulations to be established; and that 
a new international agency shall be cre
ated to implement and enforce the pro
cedures agreed upon. 

To give added significance to the dec
laration of legal principles, a companion 
resolution establishes the timetable for 
the convening of a general law of the 
sea conference in 1973. In preparation 
for the conference, the United Nations 
Seabeds Committee will begin early next 
year to draft treaty articles based upon 
the declaration of legal principles. It will, 
at the same time, build on the 1958 
Geneva Conventions of the Law of the 
Sea in an effort to resolve all outstand
ing law of the sea issues, including the 
boundary of the continental shelf, the 
breadth of the territorial sea, passage 
through international straits, and coastal 
fishing preferences. 

In the near future, Mr. President, I 
shall submit my report on this year's 
General Assembly. However, I did want 
to take this opportunity to point out that 
t~ese two resolutions are unprecedented. 

Never before in history have nations 
agreed to set aside a portion of this 
planet-let alone two-thirds-for the 
purpose of developing it in the interest 
of all. Never before in history have na
tions agreed to place a portion of this 
planet under firm international control 
and management. And never before in 
history do I recall nations acting in such 
a rational and sensible way to improve 
their common lot. 

Mr. President, the internationalization 
of the seabed and ocean floor, together 
with the Assembly's earlier decision to 
bar nuclear weapons from the area, con
stitute a milestone in the history of man
kind, and it is most fitting that such 
action was taken during the 25th anni
versary session of the United Nations. I 
am gratified to have been a part of it, 
and I extend my sincere congratulations 
to those who labored long and hard to 
make this dream a reality. I ask unani
mous consent that the General Assembly 
resolutions to which I have referred be 
inserted in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tions were ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

UJS"ITED NATIONS GENERAL ASSEMBLY 
RESOLUTION 

The General Assembly, 
Recalling its resolutions 798 (VIII) of 7 

December 1953, 1105 (XI) of 21 February 
1957 and 2574 (XXIV) of 15 December 1969, 

Recalling further its resolutions 2340 
(XXII) of 18 December 1967, 2467 (XXIII) 
of 21 December 1968 and 2574 (XXIV) of 15 
December 1969, 

Ta7ctng into account the results of the 
consultations undertaken by the Secretary
General in accordance with paragraph 1 
of resolution 2574 A (XXIV) which indi
cate widespread support for the holding of 
a comprehensive conference on the law of 
the sea, 

Conscious that the problems of ocean 
space are closely interrelated and need to be 
considered as a whole, 

Noting that the political and economic 
realities, scientific development and rapid 
technological advances of the last decade 
have accentuated the need for early and 
progressive development of the law of the 
sea, in a framework of close international co
operation, 

Having regard to the fact that many of 
the present States Members of the United 
Nations did not take part in former United 
Nations conferences on the law of the sea, 

Convinced that the elaboration of an 
equitable international regime for the sea
bed and the ocean floor and the subsoil 
thereof beyond the limits of national juris
diction would facllltate agreement on the 
questions to be examined at such a con
ference, 

Affirming that such agreements on these 
questions should seek to accommodate the 
interests and needs of all States, whether 
land-locked or coastal, taking into account 
the special interests and needs of the de
veloping countries, whether land-locked or 
coastal, 

Having considered the report of the Com
mittee on the Peaceful Uses of the Sea-Bed 
and the Ocean Floor beyond the Limits of 
National Jurisdiction, 

Convinced that a new conference on the 
law of the sea would have to be carefully 
prepared to ensure its success and that the 
preparatory work ought to start as soon 
as possible after the termination of the 
twenty-fifth session of the General Assem
bly, drawing on the experience already ac
cumulated in the Committee on the Peace-

ful Uses of the Sea-Bed and the Ocean Floor 
beyond the Limits of National Jurisdiction 
and using fully the opportunity provided 
by the 1972 United Nations Conference on 
the Human Environment to further its 
work, 

1. Notes wtth satisfaction the progress 
made so far towards the elaboration of the 
international regime to the sea-bed and 
ocean floor and the subsoil thereof beyond 
the limits of national jurisdiction through 
the Declaration of Principles adopted by 
the General Assembly on ... ; 

2. Decides to convene in 1973, in accor
dance with the provisions of operative para
graph S hereof, a conference on the law of 
the sea which would deal with the establish
ment of an equitable international regime, 
including an international machinery, for 
the area, and the resources of the sea-bed and 
the ocean floor and the subsoil thereof 
beyond the limits of national jurisdiction, 
a precise definition of the area and a broad 
range of related issues including those con
cerning the regimes of the high seas, the 
continental shelf, the territorial sea (includ
ing the question of its breadth and the 
question of international straits) and con
tiguous zone, fishing and conservation of the 
living resources of the high seas (including 
the question of the preferential rights of 

·coastal States), the preservatiott of the 
marine environment (including, inter alia, 
the prevention of pollution), and scientific 
research; 

3. Decides further to review at the twenty
sixth and twenty-seventh sessions of the 
General Assembly the repe>rts of the Com
mittee referred to in operative paragraph 6 
hereof on the progress of its preparatory work 
with a view to determining the precise agenda 
of the Conference, its definitive date, location 
and duration, and related arrangements. If 
the twenty-seventh General Assembly deter
mines the progress of the preparatory work of 
the Committee to be insufficient, it may de
cide to postpone the Conference, 

4. Reaffirms the mandate of the Committee 
on the Peaceful Uses of the Sea-Bed and the 
Ocean Floor beyond the Ll.mits of National 
Jurisdiction set forth in resolution 2467 A 
(XXIII) of 21 December 1968 as supple
mented by the present resolution; 

5. Decides to enlarge the said Committee 
by forty-four members, appointed by the 
Chairman of the First Committee in con
sultation with regional groups and taking 
into account equitable geographical repre
sentation thereon; 

6. Instructs further the enlarged Commit
tee to hold two meetings in Geneva in March 
and July-August 1971 in order to prepare for 
the Conference draft treaty articles embody
ing the international regime, including an in
ternational machinery, for the area and the 
resources of the sea-bed and ocean floor and 
the subsoil thereof beyond the limits of 
national jurisdiction, taking into account 
the equitable sharing by all States in the 
benefits to be derived therefrom, bearing in 
mind the special interests and needs of de
veloping countries, whether coastal or land
locked, on the basis of the Declaration of 
Principles, governing the Sea-Bed and the 
Ocean Floor and the Subsoil thereof beyond 
the Limits of National Jurisdiction adopted 
by the General Assembly on . . .; and a com
prehensive list of subjects and issues relating 
to the law of the sea referred to in operative 
paragraph 2 hereof which should be dealt 
with by the conference, and draft articles on 
such subjects and Issues. 

7. Authorizes the Committee to establtsh 
such subsidiary organs as it deems necessary 
for the efHcient performance of its !Unctions, 
bearing in mind the sclentlfic, economic, legal 
and technical aspects of the issues involved; 

8. Requests the Committee to prepare, as 
appropriate, reports on the progress of its 
work to the General Assembly; 
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9. Requests the Secretary-General to cir

culate those reports to Member States and 
Observers to the United Nations for their 
comments and observations; 

10. Decides to invite other Member States 
which are not appointed to the Committee 
to participate as observers and be heard on 
specific points; 

11. Requests the Secretary-General to 
render the Committee all the assistance it 
may require in legal, economic, technical 
and scientific matters including the relevant 
records of the General Assembly and special
ized agencies for the efficient performance of 
its functions; 

12. Decides that the Enlarged Committee, 
as well as its subsidiary organs, shall have 
summary records of its proceedings; 

13. Invites UNESCO and its Intergovern
mental Oceanographic Commission, FAO and 
its Committee on Fisheries. WHO, IMCO, 
WMO, IAEA and other intergovernmental 
bodies and specialized agencies concerned 
to co-operate fully with the Committee in 
the implementation of the present resolu
tion, in particular by preparing such scien
tific and technical documentation as the 
Committee may request. 

U.N. RESOLUTION 

The General Assembly, 
Recalling its resolutions 2340 (XXII) of 

18 December 1967, 2467 (XXIII) of 21 De
cember 1968 and 2574 (XXIV) of 15 Decem
ber 1969, concerning the area to whioh the 
title of the items refers, 

Affirming that there is an area of the sea
bed and the ocean floor, and the sub-soil 
thereof, beyond the limits of national juris
diction, the precise limits of which are yet 
to be determined, 

Recognizing that the existing legal r~glme 
of the high seas does not provide substantive 
rules for regulating the exploration of the 
aforesaid area and the exploitation of its 
resources, 

Convinced that the area shall be reserved 
exclusively for peaceful purposes and that 
the exploration of the area and the exploita
tion of its resources shall be carried out for 
the benefit of mankind as a whole, 

Believing it essential that an international 
r~gime applying to the area and its resources 
and including appropriate international ma
chinery should be established as soon as 
possible, 

Bearing in mind that the development and 
use of the area and its resources shall be 
undertaken in such a manner as to foster 
healthy development of the world economy 
and balanced growth of international trade, 
and to minimize any adverse economic effects 
caused by fluctuation of prices of raw ma
terials resulting from such activities, 

Solemnly declares that 
1. The sea-bed and ocean floor, and the 

subsoil thereof, beyond the limits of na
tional jurisdiction (hereinafter referred to 
as the area) , as well as the resources of the 
area, are the common heritage of mankind; 

2. The area shall not be subject to appro
priation by any means by States or persons, 
natural or juridical, and no State shall claim 
or exercise sovereignty or sovereign rights 
over any part thereof; 

3. No State or person, natural or judicial, 
shall claim, exercise or acquire rights with 
respect to the area or its resources incom
patible wit.h the international r~gime to be 
established and the principles of this 
Declaration; 

4. All activities regarding the exploration 
and exploitation of the resources of the area 
and other related actlvlties shall be gov
erned by the international regime to be 
established; 

5. The area shall be open to use exclusively 
for peaceful purposes by all States whether 
coastal or land-locked, without discrimina
tion, in accordance with the international 
regime to be established; 

6. States shall act in the area in accordance 
with the applicable principles and rules of 
international law including the Charter of 
the United Nations and the Declaration on 
Principles of International Law concerning 
Friendly Relations and Co-operation among 
States in accordance with the Charter of the 
United Nations, adopted by the General As
sembly on 24 October 1970, in the interests 
of maintaining international peace and se
curity and promoting international co-opera
tion and mutual understanding; 

7. The exploration of the area and the ex
ploitation of its resources shall be carried out 
for the benefit of mankind a.s a whole, irres
pective of the geographic location of States, 
whether land-locked or coastal. and taking 
into particular consideration the interests 
and needs of the developing countries; 

8. The area shall be reserved exclusively for 
peaceful purposes, without prejudice to any 
measures which have been or may be agreed 
upon in the context of international ne
gotiations undertaken in the field of disarma
ment and which may be applicable to a 
broader area. 

One or more international agreements shall 
be concluded a.s soon as possible in order to 
implement effectively this principle and to 
constitute a step towards the exclusion of the 
sea-bed, the ocean floor and the subsoil 
thereof from the arms race; 

9. On the basis of the principles of this 
declaration, an international regime apply
ing to the area and its resources and includ
ing appropriate international machinery to 
give effect to its provisions shall be estab
lished by an international treaty of a uni
versal character, generally agreed upon. The 
regime shall, inter alia, provide for the or
derly and safe development and rational man
agement of the area and its resources and 
for expanding opportunities in the use 
thereof and insure the equitable sharing by 
States in the benefits derived therefrom, tak
ing into particular consideration the interests 
and needs of the developing countries, 
whether land-locked or coastal; 

10. States shall promote international co
operation in scientific research exclusively 
for peaceful purposes: 

(a) By participation in international pro
grammes and by encouraging co-operation in 
scientific research by personnel of different 
countries; 

(b) Through effective publication of re
search programmes and disemina.tion of 
the results of research through international 
channels; 

(c) By co-operation in measures to 
strengthen research capabilities of develop
ing countries, including the participation 
of their nationals in research programmes. 

No such activity shall form the legal basis 
for any claims with respect to any part of 
the area or its resources; 

11. With respect to activities in the area 
and acting in conformity with the inter
national regime to be established, States 
shall take appropriate measures for and shall 
co-operate in the adoption and implementa
tion of international rules, standards and 
procedures 'for, inter alia: 

(a) Prevention of pollution and contami
nation, and other hazards to the marine en
vironment, including the coastline, and of 
interference with the ecological balance of 
the marine environment; 

(b) Protection and conservation of the 
natural resources of the area and prevention 
of damage to the flora and fauna of the ma
rine environment; 

12. In their activities in the area., includ
ing those relating to its resources, States 
shall pay due regard to the rights and legiti
mate interests of coastal States in the region 
of suoh activities, as well as of all other 
States, which may be affected by such activi
ties. Consultations shall be maintained with 
the coastal States concerned with respect 
to activities relating to the exploration of 
the area and the exploitation of its resources 

with a view to avoiding infringement of such 
rights and interests; 

13. Nothing herein shall affect: 
(a) The legal status of the waters super

jacent to the area or that of the air space 
above those waters; 

(b) The rights of coastal States with re
spect to measures to prevent, mitigate or 
eliminate grave and imminent danger to 
their coastline or related interests from 
pollution or threat thereof resulting from, 
or from other hazardous occurrences caused 
by, any activities in the area., subject to the 
international regime to be established; 

14. Every State shall have the responsibi11ty 
to ensure that activities in the area., includ
ing those relating to its resources, whether 
undertaken by governmental agencies, or 
non-governmental entitles or persons under 
its jurisdiction, or acting on its behalf, shall 
be carried out in conformity with the inter
national regime to be established. The same 
responsibility applies to international orga
nizations and their members for activities 
undertaken by such organizations or on their 
behalf. 

Damage caused by such activities shall 
entail liability; 

15. The parties to any dispute relating to 
activities in the area and its resources shall 
resolve such dispute by the measures men
tioned in Article 33 of the Charter of the 
United Nations and such procedures for 
settling disputes as may be agreed upon in 
the international regime to be established. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, on a 
point of clarification. is the pending 
order of business my motion to postpone 
the pending business until Monday, 
December 21? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MONDALE) . The Senator is correct. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from Missouri yield? 
Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President. I yield 

to the Senator from Vermont with the 
understanding that I do not lose my 
right to the floor. and that upon resump
tion of my speaking it will not count as 
a second speech. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ESTABLISHMENT OF A DEPART
MENT OF SCIENCE AND TECHNOL
OGY IN THE EXECUTIVE BRANCH 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, several 
months ago, a proposal was made to 
some of us Members of the Senate for 
the establislunent of a Department of 
Science and Technology in the executive 
branch of the Govenrment. To this de
partment would be transferred the func
tions of the National Science Founda
tion. the Atomic Energy Commission, 
the National Aeronautics and Space Ad
ministration, the National Bureau of 
Standards, the Department of Defense's 
research, the Smithsonian Institution, 
and the Department of State. 

I was apprehensive about that pro
posal but there has since been a bill in
troduced, s. 4453. which woUld accom
plish this purpose. 

As a member of the Joint Committee 
on Atomic Energy, I was so apprehen
sive that I wrote to one who I know is 
one of our leading scientists in this coun
try today, Adm. H. G. Rickover, asking 
his opinion of the creation of such a 
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department, which I believe would have 
had Cabinet status. 

On September 22, 1970, I received a 
letter from Admiral Rickover. Unavoid
ably, I was not here soon after receiving 
the letter so that I could not have it 
printed in the RECORD. I think that Mem
bers of the Senate will find it very in
teresting and very convincing and I ask 
unanimous consent to have it printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

U.S. ATOMIC ENERGY COMMISSION, 
Washington, D.C., September 22, 1970. 

Hon. GEORGE D. AIKEN, 
U.S. Senate. 

DEAR SENATOR AIKEN: This is in response 
to your recent letter, in which you asked for 
my views on the proposed establishment of a 
Department of Science and Technology, to 
centralize all Federal research and develop
ment programs in a single Cabinet-level 
agency. I have reviewed the report on this 
proposal which you enclosed With your let
ter, and which I am returning hereWith. 

I would not favor the establishment of 
such an agency. To a point, consolldation of 
like functions and centrallzat ion of manage
ment will yield advantages in economy and 
efficiency. However, it has been my observa
tion that, particularly in Government, these 
advantages tend to be greatest in small- and 
medium-scale operations. As l·arger operations 
are involved, a point of diminishing returns 
is reached, at which the new organization 
created by the consolidation of functions be
comes simply another huge, self-perpetuating 
bureaucracy, as unwieldy and inefficient as 
those whose functions it absorbed. 

There is also, in my view, a 11mit to the 
number of disparate technical programs 
which can be effectively managed by a s-in
gle official. Some of our technical programs, 
most notably the Defense Department's re
search and development program, are already 
too big and complex for efficient central man
agement. As you know, the ponderous size of 
the Pentagon's multi-layered research and 
development bureaucracy has seriously im
peded the development of critically needed 
weapons systems and technology. In light of 
this experience, I believe it would be ex
tremely unrealistic to make a single Cabinet 
officer responsible to the President not only 
for the management of these huge defense 
programs, but also for the scientific and tech
nical portions of our space, nuclear, health, 
transportation, education, and agricultural 
programs, as well as the various other pro
grams named in the report. 

Further, creating an integrated scientific 
and technical program for the Federal Gov
ernment would have a major dis- integrating 
effect on all of the other programs involved 
(defense, space, nuclear, etc.), by splitting 
each of them into two segments technical 
and non-technical, and removing' the tech
nical portion from the control of the agency 
responsible for the program overall. The prob
lems of inter-agency coordination inherent 
in such an arrangement would very likely 
outweigh the benefits of consolidating the 
technical aspects of the work. I would, for 
example, see little advantage and much to 
be lost by transferring the research and de
velopment portion of the naval reactors pro
gram from the Navy and AEC to another 
agency not famil1ar With or responsible for 
the military end-use of the propulsion sys
tems involved. 

Finally, I would note that the experience 
o! the British Government in this respect is 
not necessarily valid for a scientific and tech
nical effort as large as that of the United 
St ates. There are several agencies in the 
United States Government whose research 
and development programs are already 

greater than that which is managed by the 
British Ministry of Technology; a few of our 
research and development programs (De
fense, NASA) are several times greater than 
the entire research and development effort 
of the British Government in all fields com
bined. The difficulties of organizing and 
managing a consolidated U.S. scientific and 
technical effort in a single agency would be 
orders of magnitude greater than anything 
the British have ever encountered. 

This is not to say that the management 
of our national scientific and technical re
sources could not be improved. It is likely 
that some functions could be usefully cen
tralized at the Federal level. In other cases, 
however, I believe the movement should be 
in the opposite direction-toward decentral
ization of functions into more manageable 
units, with more decisionmaking power 
placed in the hands of the end-user agency. 
I do not believe consolidating all of our re
search and development programs into one 
gigantic technical bureaucracy would pro
vide an effective answer to our many prob
lems in this field. 

Sincerely, 
H. G. RICKOVER. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Missouri yield? 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I yield 
to the Senator from Virginia with the 
understanding that I do not lose my right 
to the :floor, and that upon resumption 
of my speaking it will not count as a 
second speech. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

DEDICATION OF PHOENIX INDIAN 
MEDICAL CENTER 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 
on Sunday, December 13, the Arizona 
Republic published a photograph and 
an article concerning a beloved former 
member of this body, Senator Carl 
Hayden, who attended the dedication of 
the Phoenix Indian Medical Center in 
Phoenix, Ariz. 

The article points out the great con
tributions that former Senator Hayden, 
as a Senator, made to his State. 

It was sent to me by a mutual friend 
of Senator Hayden's and the Senator 
from Virginia, former State Senator 
from Arizona, James Minotto, whom I 
first met in Portugal when he was a top 
assistant to the Ambassador to Portugal 
from the United States, Ambassador 
Robert Guggenheim. 

Having had the privilege of serving 
with Senator Hayden, and knowing of 
his great qualities and that he served in 
the Senate longer than any man in the 
history of this body, I ask unanimous 
consent to have the article from the 
Arizona Republic printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Arizona Republic, Dec. 13, 1970] 

HAYDEN HAPPY AT REALIZING DREAM 
(By Dom Frasca) 

He sat there in his wheelchair, his figure 
frail but his back upright, a.nd looked at the 
mortar and the steel that was once just a 
dream. 

The sun splashed on the few thin strands 
of gray left on his head. Behind him, Old 
Glory was swayed by a gentle southeast wind 
in 72 degree weather. 

It was 12:35 p.m. yesterday. 

Some of Carl Hayden's many accomplish
ments were, perhaps, greater than this one
the completion and dedication of the 200-bed 
Phoenix Indian Medical Center at 4212 N. 
16th St.; but it is doubtful any other ac
complishment stirred more happiness Within 
him. 

They called him "the father" of this hos
pital; "the symbol of hope and progress for 
all American Indians" during a public service 
career that began at the turn of the century 
and ended in 1968 when he retired as Ari
zona's senior U.S. senator. 

They recalled how Hayden, as chairman 
of the U.S. Senate Appropriations Committee, 
unlocked federal purse strings for the con
struction of the new hospital. 

They recalled how he began his fight for 
the $6 million hospital 15 years ago and how 
he continued to fight when controversy flared 
as others tried to shatter the dream that he 
shared With his friends, the Indians. 

And above all, they said Carl Hayden, an 
amazingly young 93, stlll is the best friend 
Arizona ever gave the Indians. 

While Arizona's big-name politicians 
stayed away from the dedication ceremonies 
or sent telegrams and representatives offering 
apologies, Hayden arrived early and stayed 
late. He was there three hours in all. 

He sat in his wheelchair near the main en
trance to the hospital for 40 minutes before 
the dedication ceremony began at 1:15 p.m. 
They came up to him, scores of them. Indians 
from Arizona, Montana, Nevada and from as 
far away as Alaska. 

Indian men shook Hayden's hand and 
thanked him for turning a dream into reality. 

"No one has done more for us," said Lloyd 
L. House, executive director of the Phoenix 
Urban Indian Project. 

Indian women-Annie Wauneka and Susie 
Yellowtail and others-kissed him in grati
tude. And so did the children. 

"Thank you," Hayden could be heard say
ing on occasion. "I'm as proud as you are of 
the hospital." 

Minutes before the ceremony began, Hay
den rose from his wheelchair With scarcely 
any aid. With House gently holding his left 
arm, Hayden walked 30 feet to the speaker's 
platform and climbed four steps to a first
row seat. 

He rose and stood erect, head slightly 
bowed, when the national anthem was played 
by a Marine Corps Reserve band from the 
Phoenix Indian School. 

Hayden remained standing while the in
vocation was offered by the Rev. Roe B. LeWis, 
counselor for Indian education for the United 
Presbyterian Church. 

As Mr. LeWis intoned "bless this hospital 
so that whatever may be said and done here 
Will be to thy honor and glory," Hayden 
shook his head a bit as if to indicate his ap
proval of the words. 

The plaudits for Hayden then came from 
all the speakers: Dr. Charles S. McCammon, 
director of the Phoenix Area Indian Health 
Service; Dr. Ernest C. Siegfried, director of 
the new hospital; Alexander LeWis, govern
or of the Gila River Indian Community 
Tribal Council; Dr. Emery A. Johnson of the 
U.S. Indian Health Service, and Dr. Robert 
L. Bennett, director of the Indian law cen
ter at the University of New Mexico. 

A bronze plaque commemorating Hayden's 
work for the hospital was presented to him 
by Thomas A. Segundo, chairman of the 
Papago Tribal Council. 

Segundo described Hayden's work for the 
hospital as "an achievement in American 
statesmanship unsurpassed in this century." 

A crowd of 500 rose and applauded. Hayden 
stood up, too, but he did not move to the 
microphone. He extended his right hand to
ward the crowd and uttered, "Thank you, 
thank you." 

When he sat down, he turned to look at 
the hospital once more. A smile graced his 
face, his eyes sparkled beneath the glasses 
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and for a few fleeting seconds it seemed as 
though he was invigorated by the pride and 
joy and the satisfaction of helping others 
achieve greater human dignity. 

That, this day, was Carl Hayden's reward 
for a lifetime of helping others from every 
walk of life. 

And he obviously considered it priceless. 

WELFARE PROGRAMS 
Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, I 

feel it would be completely irresponsible 
for the Senate to pass a far-reaching 
welfare proposal in a session which, at 
the most, has only 8 more days to run. 

The proposal has been called welfare 
reform but in no sense of the word is it a 
reform of the welfare system. 

In fact, it would more than double the 
number of persons on welfare. According 
to the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, there are now approxi
mately 10 million persons on the welfare 
rolls. 

Under this proposal, the one which is 
now before the Senate, the number would 
rise to 24 million. 

It would increase the Federal cost of 
welfare programs from $4.4 billion in the 
last fiscal year which ended June 30, to 
$11.8 billion in the next fiscal year. 

Mr. President, after a great deal of dif
ficulty, I obtained this $11.8 billion 
figure, in a letter to me from Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare 
Richardson. That is the figure for fiscal 
1972. 

Legislation now before the Senate, pre
sented to it only yesterday, is 139 pages 
long- and extremely complex. It was 
worked out by the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare and a few 
Senators, after the Senate Finance Com
mittee had rejected similar proposals 
on three separate occasions. 

In the words of Secretary Richardson 
himself, this proposal is, "revolutionary 
and expensive." 

Mr. President, I submit that this revo
lutionary and expensive plan should be 
fully debated. There is plenty of time to 
do that in January. There is no reason 
why it should be rushed through here 
in the last 8 days of the session. 

I think it would be a great mistake. I 
think it would be very ill advised should 
the Senate attempt to rush this legis
lation through in the closing hours of the 
session. 

Mr. President, I want to say in that 
regard, however, that I shall vote against 
any tabling motion. I would like to pre
sent my own views in some detail, but 
within a reasonable length of time. I have 
no desire to hold up a vote on this wel
fare program. 

I do want to say, however, that in my 
judgment it would be completely irre
sponsible in the closing 8 days of this 
session for the Senate to pass a welfare 
bill which would more than double the 
number of people on the welfare rolls. 

I state again that the Federal cost of 
the welfare programs for the fiscal year 
which ended this past June was $4.4 bil
lion. Under the new program, it would 
be $11.8 billion for fiscal year 1972. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that an article published in the Des 
Moines Sunday Register of December 13, 

1970, written by Clark Mollenhoff, the 
Register's Washington bureau chief, be 
printed at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Des Moines Register, Dec. 13, 

1970] 
CLAIMS WELFARE TEST "RIGGED": GAO SAYS 

FIRST REPORT "MlsLEADING"-FAMILY Am 
PLAN BASED ON PROJECT 

(By Clark Mollenhoff) 
WASHINGTON, D.C.-New Jersey tests that 

were the basis for Nixon administration con
fidence in the family assistance plan were 
"rigged," Senator John J. Willlams (Rep., 
Del.) said Saturday. 

He told The Register that the record of 
the Senate Finance Committee will demon
strate that White House Counselor Daniel 
Patrick Moynihan had a key role in the "rig
ging" of reports to make them appear favor
able. 

Moynihan argued that the Office of Eco
nomic Opportunity (OEO) reports on the 
New Jersey graduated work-incentive experi
ment showed "no evidence that work effort 
declined among those receiving income sup
port payments." 

"On the contrary," Moynihan said, there is 
"an indication" that those receiving the wel
fare payments "increased ... the work ef
forts." 

SEQUENCE TOLD 
The Senate Finance Committee record 

shows the following: 
Moynihan was put on notice by Dr. John 

Wilson, OEO research director, that the test 
period was too short and the data inade
quate. 

Moynihan directed that Dr. Wilson pre
pare the report, and under this pressure the 
report was prepared last February. 

The White House staff used the OEO re
port to prepare charts to sell the family as
sistance progra;m to President Nixon and to 
sell it to the House Ways and Means Com
mittee. 

The Senate Finance Committee directed 
the General Accounting Office (GAO) to ex
amine the OEO report on the New Jersey 
project. The GAO said the OEO conclusions 
were "premature," prepared on the basis of 
"inadequate data," and were "misleaciing." 

Senator Williams said he will make an is
sue of the "rigged" record when the family 
assistance program comes before the Senate 
in the n .ext week. 

TELLS OF OBJECTION 
Senator Williaans sa,id he is certain Presi

dent Nixon had no knowledge of the man
ner in which Moynihan and the Depart
ment of Health, Education and Welfare used 
the OEO tests to sell the family assistance 
plan. 

Senator Williams said that he questioned 
Dr. Wilson and obtained verti:flcation that he 
has objected to using the data, but had 
given in. 

The OEO funded the New Jersey experi
ment in late 1968. Some parts of the pro
gram in Trenton, Paterson and Passaic had 
been under way less than a year when Dr. 
Wilson was directed to make a report. 

Dr. Harold W. Watts, who designed the 
project, stated in a pa.per read before the 
American Economic Foundation in May, 
1969, that any reliable result of the New 
Jersey experiment would not be available 
until the project had run at least two years, 
Senator Williams noted. 

He said that Dr. Wilson had acknowledged 
that there was a "colorful" exchange with 
Moynihan aJt the White House in which 
Moynihan's temper flared as he criticized 
economists as "never having an answer until 
it is too late." 

It was in that setting that Dr. Wilson had 
snapped back: "I'll get some answers." 

Dr. Wilson said he told Moynihan of the 
difficulty of drawing conclusions on the pro
gram, but insisted that the report he pre
sented in February, 1970, was his best judg
ment in the light of the llmitations. 

DEFINES "REFORM" 
Senator Williams said he is in favor of 

"reform" of the present welfare programs, 
but that the present family assistance pro
gram is not the "major reform" it was hailed 
as by former HEW Secretary Robert Finch 
and the present Secretary, Elliot Richardson. 

"When the term 'reform' is used 1n con
nection with legislative proposals it means 
one of two things," Senator Wllllams said. 
"Either it proposes to take away from some
one something which he is now receiving, 
but to which he is not entitled, or it is to 
give someone something which he is not get
ting but to which he 1s entitled." 

Williams declared that the so-called "re
form" of welfare now pending before the 
Senate is :fllled with "disincentives" that flow 
from reports such as the one :from New Jer
sey. He said members of the Senate Finance 
Committee became aware of the lack of "re
form" in the plan, and this explains why 
the majority of the Republican committee 
members have been opposed to it. 

The fact that the House Ways and Means 
Committee relied upon the New Jersey OEO 
report is found in the committee report that 
states: 

"We believe that these preliminary data 
suggests that :fears that a :family assistance 
program could result in extreme, unusual, or 
unanticipated responses are unfound. 

"Furthermore, we believe these prelimi
nary data from the New Jersey project indi
cated that a family assistance program is 
practical. The data suggests that: There is 
no evidence that work effort declined among 
those receiving income support payments. On 
the contrary there is an indication that the 
effort of participants receiving payments in
creased relative to the work effort of those 
not receiving payments," the report said. 

The General Accounting Office found "seri
ous questions as to the appropriateness of 
the conclusions drawn" about the same pro
gram. 

"The data reflected in the OEO report rep
resent less than a year's activity," the GAO 
stated. "Moreover, on the basis of the mate
rial in the OEO report and the other mate
rial to which we were given access, we do 
not believe the data has been subjected to 
sufficient analysis to support conclusions 
from it. Finally, we believe that such con
clusion as may eventually be drawn from 
this data are likely to vary with the plans 
and strata defined tn the experiment. In 
such cases, premature conclusions drawn 
:from the aggregated data could be mislead
ing." 

Senator Wllltams said the GAO report 
stated flatly that "it is wrong to conclude" 
that the persons on welfare roles increased 
their work effort when compared with those 
who are not receiving government checks. 

"The only evidence we find in the OEO 
report to support this statement," said the 
GAO, is a chart that has "defects both in the 
underlying data and in the preparation of 
that chart sufficient to preclude conclusions 
from it." 

The GAO stated that the report it was 
makin~ could not be based upon access to 
full data because the OEO placed "con
straints on our access to the full data base 
accumulated during the experiment." 

GAO auditors said: "We believe that a 
number of important qualifications which 
are omitted from the OEO report are neces
sary to proper understanding of the issues 
which the report seeks to address. We found 
problems in the collection and analysis of 
data supporting the OEO report--e.nd in the 



December 19, 1970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 42737 
completeness of the presentation of the data 
in that report. 

"Our work proceeded with some dlftlculty 
because of the objections raised by OEO and 
OEO's contractors as tc the propriety of 
GAO's access to data which they considered 
preliminary and experimental," the GAO ex
plained. 

QUESTIONABLE CONCLUSION 

In one instance a controversial chart is 
based on only 318 of the 509 familles par
ticipating in the experiment in Trenton, 
Paterson and Passaic. 

"The data on 191 of the families (37 per 
cent of the families) was not used by OEO's 
contractor in preparing Chart IV because 
of problems in the interviews and coding of 
the data," the GAO stated. "Based on gen
erally accepted statistical standards, we be
lieve that the conclusions are made highly 
questionable if drawn from data in which 
this large an attrition has occurred." 

It was noted in the GAO report that the 
OEO contractors' basis for for determining 
whether family earnings changed was a. com
parison of weekly earnings. 

The study compared the family's weekly 
earnings in the period prior to the enroll
ment interview with earnings 10 to 12 
months later. The criteria for determining 
whether a family's earning had increased or 
decreased was that it must be 20 per cent 
up or 20 per cent down to register as either 
an "increase" or a "decrease." Otherwise, it 
was registered "not to have changed." 

The GAO called attention to the combin
ing of periods of one year and 10 or 11 months 
in the same chart, and also noted that in 
one city the comparison was in August and 
in the other it compared income in January 
with November and December. 

This practice is "a violation of good sta
tistical practice" and it termed the conclu
sions drawn from this key chart as being 
"highly questionable." 

senator Williams said the cost figures pre
sented before the House Ways and Means 
Committee are now "admittedly unrealistic." 

In the committee, the administration had 
initially projected a cost of $8.2 billion an
nually, compared to present welfare cost of 
about $4.5 billion. 

The amended version submitted to the 
Senate Finance Committee June 23, projects 
$9.1 billion-an increase of $900 mllllon over 
figures mentioned only a few weeks earlier. 

Following the questions raised by Senator 
Harry F. Byrd, Jr., (Dem., Va.) during the 
hearings, HEW has now projected costs of 
$10.8 b1111on-a 25 per cent increase over 
estimates made just a few months ago. 

MORE RECIPIENTS 

Williams asked "what kind of a reform 
is it" that boosts the number of welfare re
cipients from 10,436,000 to 23, 784,000-a 128 
percent increase. He noted that in many 
states the number of welfare recipients will 
increase more than 400 per cent. 

Iowa had 92,300 on welfare rolls as of 
January, 1970, but under the Nixon admin
istration's program the number would be in
creased to 235,700-an estimated 155 per cent. 

Williams noted that an agricultural state 
like North Dakota had only 16,583 on wel
fare in January, 1970, but would have 96,900 
on welfare under the Nixon administration 
program-an increase of 485 per cent. 

South Dakota had 22,110 on welfare rolls 
last January, but under the bill would boost 
welfare rolls to 107,400-an increase of 386 
per cent. 

Mr. BYRD of Virginia. Mr. President, 
I point out that this article deals with 
the welfare program and with an inter-
view that Mr. Mollenhoff-a very able, 
conscientious, and reliable reporter-had 
with the distinguished senior Senator 
from Delaware (Mr. WILLIAMS) who has 
made such a study of this program and 
under whose leadership the facts con-

cerning the new program were developed 
so fully in the Finance Committee. To 
a considerable extent, as a result of Sen
ator WILLIAMS' ability and his probing 
into the cost of this program and into its 
lack of work incentives. I think that Sen
ator WILLIAMS of Delaware, more than 
any other individual, deserves the credit 
for the Finance Committee three times 
turning down this program. The com
mittee substituted what I think is a 
sound suggestion. It would test the pro
gram by setting up some pilot projects 
and letting some experiments be made 
and then bringing the results back to the 
Senate. The Senate then can accept the 
good parts and reject the bad parts. 

Let us not go into a new program which 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare himself says is "revolutionary 
and expensive" until we first test it out 
on a smaller scale before we put it into 
effect nationwide. 

I thank the distinguished Senator' from 
Missouri for yielding. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. 

President, will the able Senator from 
Missouri yield to me with the under
standing that he not lose his right to the 
floor and with the further caveat that the 
resumption of his remarks will not count 
as a second speech against him? 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I yield 
under those circumstances. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate go into executive session to con
sider nominations on the Executive Cal
endar beginning with U.S. Army. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
MoNDALE). Is there objection? The Chair 
hears none, and it is so ordered. 

U.S. ARMY 

The legislative clerk read the nomi
nation of Lt. Gen. Harry Herndon Critz, 
major general, U.S. Army, to be a lieu
tenant general. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is considered 
and confirmed. 

U.S. NAVY 
The legislative clerk proceeded to read 

sundry nominations in the U.S. Navy. 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
nominations be considered en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nominations are consid
ered and confirmed en bloc. 

U.S. MARINE CORPS 

The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations in the U.S. Marine 
Corps. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
nominations be considered en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nominations are consid
ered and confirmed en bloc. 

U.S. DISTRICT COURTS 
The legislative clerk read the name of 

James H. Gorbey, of Pennsylvania, to 
be a U.S. district judge for the eastern 
district of Pennsylvania. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is considered 
and confirmed. 

DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

The legislative clerk proceeded to read 
sundry nominations in the Department 
of Justice. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
nominations be considered en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nominations are consid
ered and confirmed en bloc. 

NOMINATIONS PLACED ON THE 
SECRETARY'S DESK IN THE AIR 
FORCE, IN THE ARMY, IN THE 
NAVY, IN THE MARINE CORPS 
The legislative clerk proceeded to read 

sundry nominations in the Air Force, in 
the Army, and in the Navy and Marine 
Corps, which were on the Secretary's 
desk. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
nominations be considered en bloc. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nominations are consid
ered and confirmed en bloc. 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
President be immediately notified of the 
confirmation of these nominations. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the President will be notified 
forthwith. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 
Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres

ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate return to the consideration of 
legislative business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, will 
the able Senator from Missouri yield? 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I might yield 
to the able Senator from West Virginia 
without losing my right to the fioor and 
without my resumption constituting a 
second speech. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

THE Fn.mUSTER IN THE SENATE 
HAS CREATED A LEGISLATIVE 
SHAMBLES 
Mr. RANDOLPH. Mr. President, be

fore I came to the Senate in 1958, I had 
stated to the West Virginia constituency 
that I wished to represent them on the 
bf...Sis of the facts. I said many times that 
I felt there was a deterioration in the 
consideration of the public business when 
a filibuster was resorted to in the Senate 
of the United States by either the pro
ponents or opponents of a legislative pro
posal or proposals. 

I felt very strongly then, as I feel very 
strongly now, that there is a need to ac-
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commodate ourselves not only to the 
principles of the legislation before us, 
but also to the practicalities of the legis
lative procedure. 

Such a situation exists today. The im
passe in the Senate has created a legis
lative shambles. 

I sense that the people of the United 
States today and in the days ahead will 
be well within their rights in criticizing 
the Senate if it fails to resolve the mat
ters that are before it. It leaves us in a 
posture of a failure as individuals and as 
a composite body to do business and to 
do it within a prescribed period of 
time ... a reasonable time. 

Mr. President, I am not critical of any 
Senator in presenting his viewpoint. But 
I think that we must realize now that we 
have only a reasonableness of debate in 
the presentation of vital matters. But we 
have discussed hour on hour in this 
Chamber points of view prior to the few 
minutes that I am now talking. Debate 
needs to be well reasoned in content. 
There is a responsibility which we have 
to the people of the United States, as well 
as to ourselves, to accommodate our pro
cedures to the needs of the American 
people for the legislation which is still 
pending and is crucial legislation. We 
seek to aid people and communities, 
to advance work programs, and to 
strengthen the economy and provide for 
the public welfare. All of these issues are 
of concern to m111ions of our citizenry. 

We must not allow ourselves to be 
hung up, as it were, on three or four or 
five items which sometimes become really 
obsessive with either the advocators or 
those who oppose them. 

Mr. President, I want to be certain that 
my words are in propriety and good taste 
because I recognize the deliberateness of 
this body, the ability and, yes, the ear
nestness with which Members discuss 
matters of importance to them, to the 
country, and to the world. But there is 
a time to desist. 

In 1958, one of those planks in the 
platform on which I ran was to do what 
I could to revise the Senate rules in 
reference to debate. I believe, frankly, 
that when a majority of Senators wish 
to come to grips with an issue they should 
do just that. 

I have been chosen in elections 1n 
West Virginia to serve in this body, not 
by two-thirds or three-fourths of the 
votes of those who were present and 
voting in my State on those occasions, 
but by a majority of those who went to 
the polls. They either elected or rejected 
the candidates on the basis of majority 
rule. 

So it is not satisfactory to me to see 
three-fourths of the Senate present and 
voting or two-thirds of the Senate pres
ent and voting, to bring cloture. A ma
jority of Senators present and voting, 
I repeat, should work their will and to 
bring about a lessening of debate. Even 
then-and we often forget this-there is 
1 hour which could be used by each 
Member of this body after that cloture 
has been invoked, if it were invoked by 
a majority of the Members of this body, 
rather than the present two-thirds of 
formerly the three-fourths. 

Mr. President, this morning the Wash
ington Post published a lead editorial 
entitled "The Filibuster Senate." It is 
not often I agree with all the words or 
the general concensus of an editorial. 
But to this editorial comment I give 
my complete endorsement. I call to the 
attention of my colleagues and others 
who may read the RECORD and read 
thereon this editorial, that the Post 
writer has set forth very valid presenta
tion of the situation-almost a legisla
tive shambles-in which the Senate now 
finds itself. We must not do again, what 
the Senate is now doing--or has not 
done--in the years ahead. 

When the 92d Congress begins in 
January, we must address ourselves 
quickly to a revision of the rules. 

The editorial states: 
Nor is there any real hope in the cloture 

rule which can be invoked only on a two
thirds vote. It is rather a.n invitation to the 
obstructionists to keep on talking. One of 
the most constructive proposals to come 
before Congress in recent years-the pro
posed constitutional amendment for direct 
election of the President--failed a few 
months ago because the Senate majority in 
favor of it could not muster a two-third 
vote to end a filibuster. In our view, the Sen
ate's first order of business in 1971 should 
be reform of its cloture rule. 

I supported that amendment for the 
direct election of the President. 

Mr. President, I ask all Senators to 
give exceedingly careful consideration 
not so much to my words, but to the 
commitment that I think they, with me, 
must make. 

Yes, we must have well-reasoned de
bate as to time and content and then a 
vote of "aye" or "no" by Senators. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD at 
this point the editorial entitled "The 
Filibuster Senate," published in today's 
Washington Post. 

There being no objection, the editorial 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE FILIBUSTER SENATE 

For some years this newspaper has con
tended that the Senate is not a modern 
legislative body because of its toleration of 
unlimited debate. During the last few weeks 
the Senate itself appears to have proved the 
point beyond the shadow of a doubt. 

The filibusters in the lame-duck session 
have been of the mini variety, but their 
result has been to throw the legislative pro
gram into a state of deep confusion and 
frustration. The Senate has been literally un
able to cope with several of the great issues 
of the day because a few of its members in
sist on thwarting the majority will. There 
was a time when the word "filibuster" con
jured up images of long-winded Southerners 
talking a. ciVil rights measure to death. Now 
it is the commonest tactic of liberals and con
servatives alike and of tiny factions a.s well 
as large minorities. 

Despite the great pressure on the Senate 
to clear its congested calendar in the few 
days that remain, Senators Fulbright and 
Gravel held up the foreign aid bill for two 
days in a futile effort to conVince their col
leagues that the proposed $255 million in 
aid for Cambodia would lead to a commit
ment to the present regime in that country 
even though the legislation itself would pro
hibit the President from sending in any 
ground troops or millta.ry advisers. Fortu
nately a. vote was finally permitted. The Sen-

ate has been further plagued by threats of 
extended debate on the trade bill and on 
the conference report involVing the contro
versial SST project. This newspaper has op
posed both the trade bill and the SST, 
but we do not condone stringing out the de
bate so a.s to prevent a. vote. 

The basic trouble is, of course, that. the 
Senate has dawdled along through most of 
its 1970 session. Several long filibusters when 
the pressure was less intense left it with 
a.n unmanageable burden as the end of the 
session approached. Undoubtedly many of its 
debates were highly educations.~. to use the 
euphemism customarily employed by the fili
busterern themselves. The seven weeks of dis
cussion of the Cooper-Church amendment to 
limit the war in Cambodia., for example, was 
of truly national significance. Yet the fact 
remains that a legislative body confronted 
by a mountain of Vital issues can no longer 
afford the luxury of unlimited debate on 
anything. 

Nor is there any real hope in the cloture 
rule which can be invoked only on a. two
thirds vote. It is rather a.n inVitation to the 
obstructionists to keep on talking. One of 
the most constructive proposals to come be
fore Congress in recent, years--the proposed 
constitutional amendment for direct election 
of the President--failed a few months ago 
because the Senate majority in favor of it 
could not muster a two-third vote to end 
a filibuster. In our view, the Senate's first 
order of business in 1971 should be reform 
of its cloture rule. 

DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTA
TION AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS, 1971 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of the report of the committee 
of conference on the disagreeing votes 
of the two Houses on the amendments 
of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 17755) 
making appropriations for the Depart
ment of Transportation and related 
agencies for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1971, and for other purposes. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, just 
last week the Senate discussed the issue 
of the supersonic transport at some 
length and agreed to the amendment 
sponsored by the Senator from Wiscon
sin <Mr. PRoxMmE) deleting the re
quested $290 million from the Depart
ment of Transportation appropriation 
bill. 

In fairness, Mr. President, the discus
sions on the fioor of the Senate and the 
debates on the floor of the House have 
not dealt with the many questions that 
are raised by the request for funding 
for the SST prototype program in suffi
cient detail. There are still many un
answered questions that go to the heart 
of the ultimate decision as to whether the 
Government should continue to provide 
taxpayer funding for this private en
deavor. 

The potential environmental problems 
that have been identified by a number of 
distinguished Senators and Congress
men and scientists remain unsolved for 
the most part. It is not productive to 
suggest, as President Nixon did at his 
recent press conference, that the "argu
ments" advanced by the conservationists 
"can be answered." Rather, we must in
sist that the potential as well as the 
existing, acknowledged environmental 
problems be exhaustively investigated 
over a time frame that will be sufficient 
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to produce reliable evidence that the ef
fects of the SST will be tolerable and 
acceptable to man and his natural sur
roundings. 

In this connection, I have been im
pressed with the statement made on be
half of the Federation of American Sci
entists that the time schedule established 
by the administration for testing and in
vestigating the environmental effects of 
the SST is insufficient. In essence, the 
federation says that we will know 
whether the SST is economically plausi
ble before we know whether it is truly 
environmentally safe. They say that an 
economically plausible but possibly en
vironmentally very unsound SST may be 
produced and fiown in fieet service as a 
consequence of the fact that we must 
hurry our scientific investigations of the 
environmental effects of this most unique 
aircraft to meet the schedule set for the 
prototype program. 

It is always difficult to prove a nega
tive. It will be difficult and time conswn
ing to prove to an acceptable degree of 
certainty that we can live with the SST. 
But that is one of the important issues 
that we must consider carefully and 
thoroughly. Can we afford to pay $290 
million now to produce a plane that may 
create environmental hazards that may 
cost more millions or billions of dollars 
to rectify. Some of those problems would 
be irremediable at any cost. Is it not the 
height of fiscal irresponsibility to pay 
for this generation's slight travel con
venience at the risk of exposing this and 
the next several generations to poten
tially huge dollar liabilities for correcting 
environmental damage? 

One of the many letters I have re
ceived from Missourians who oppose 
continued funding of the SST prototype 
program enclosed an article by Eliot 
Porter in the St. Louis Post-Dispatch, 
dated Tuesday, October 20, 1970, and en
titled "Skeptical Reaction to SST Assur
ances." That editorial reads as follows: 

Administration assurances that the pro
posed supersonic transport plane will leave 
the environment unscathed have met with 
skepticism. 

Among the questions raised, but so far 
not resoundingly answered, are: 

(1) Will the giant plane be permitted to 
fly at supersonic speeds over the United 
States? 

(2) Wlll its engines consume ozone in 
the upper layers of the atmosphere, result
ing in an increase in the amount of ultra
violet radiation reaching the earth's sur
face? 

(3) Will gaseous exhaust particles form a 
Layer of dust in the stratosphere that will 
cut down on the sunlight reaching the earth 
and alter weather patterns? 

(4) Will water vapor from the exhaust 
condense in the icy upper air, much like the 
exhaust of an automobile on a winter morn
ing, adding an almost permanent new 
stratum of wispy cirrus clouds to cut down 
sunlight even further? 

The official position of the Federal Avia
tion Administration and the Department of 
Transportation is that supersonic speeds wm 
not be permitted except over the ocean so 
long as the boom is "unacceptable." The 
FAA has declined to exercise its authority, 
conferred by Congress last year, to ban over
land supersonic :flights altogether. 

William M. Magruder, the Government's 
SST project chief, recently characterized 
the sonic boom ~ "an annoyance, a nul-

sance," and suggested that aircraft design 
improvements combined with public fa
miliarity with the experience would lead 
eventually to public acceptance. 

President Richard M. Nixon promised when 
he endorsed the SST development program 
in September 1969 that supersonic overflights 
would be prohibited. Doubts rose when he 
told children on an Art Linkletter broadcast 
last summer, "In 1980, you will go from 
Washington to Los Angeles in an hour and 
a half." 

The sonic boom is an una voidable fact of 
nature, like gravity. It is created by the 
rolling shock wave that follows the plane 
like the wake of a ship. Though it continues 
as long as the plane's velocity exceeds the 
speed of sound, the listener hears it only 
once, as the wave crashes against his ear
drum. 

The shock wave is generated because above 
the speed of sound the air cannot move out 
of the way of the plane and so piles up in 
an invisible mound at the plane's nose. 

As with a boat, there are actually two 
waves, one at the prow and one at the tail. 
The distance between them partly deter
mines the magnitude or "pressure signature" 
of the blast. The 300-foot SST would gen
erate a larger pressure signature than any 
plane now aloft. 

The pressure signature is infiuenced also 
by the weight of the plane, which forces the 
air into a split-second increase above normal 
air pressure, followed by an equally sudden 
drop below normal levels. 

In a series of supersonic flights conducted 
by the Air Force over Oklahoma City in 1964 
to test public reaction, the average over
pressure reading was 1.3 pounds a square 
foot. 

Engineers of Boeing Airplane Co. estimate 
that the SST boom overpressure will range 
from two to four pounds a square foot. How
ever, they concede that certain weather con
ditions and some landscape or building con
figurations can focus and channel the shock 
wave to produce a superboom with an over
pressure of as much as eight pounds. 

The Oklahoma City tests cracked windows 
and plaster and caused other building dam
age. Claims paid so far have totaled $218,338. 

Using the Oklahoma City experience as a 
base, opponents of the SST project conclude 
that the damage from SST flights along the 
nation's commercial airways would total 
$24,000,000 each day. 

Some damage has been beyond price. In 
1966, a sonic boom loosened 80 tons of rock 
in Canyon de Chelly, AriZona, destroying sev
eral prehistoric Indian cliff dwellings. 

Local action is useless, opponents point 
out. A federal court ruled in a case in which 
Hempstead, N.Y., tried to prohibit overflights 
from Kennedy Airport that the Federal Gov
ernment had sole jurisdiction over air traffic. 

Federal officials admit that the SST will 
create more noise during takeoffs and land
ings than do conventional aircraft. There is 
disagreement among them about the degree. 

According to the FAA's own guidelines for 
residential development in the vicinity of 
airports, even the lowest official estimate of 
SST takeoff noise would render the area sur
rounding a medium-activity airport, such as 
Lambert-St. Louis, unfit for human habita
tion for a radius of nine miles. 

Ambiguous as the administration's as
surances on overland flights by SST's in 
the United States may be, and regretta
ble as it may be that the bill to ban over
land flights of SST's will not become law 
in this session of Congress, there is no 
question that SST's will fly at supersonic 
speeds over water if they fiy anywhere at 
supersonic speeds. That would seem to 
suggest that nothing can be hurt by 
supersonic flights over the oceans, but 

authoritative suggestions to the contrary 
have been made. 

I recently received from the author a 
copy of a paper by Bo Lundberg, a Swed
ish aviation consultant and former di
rector general of the Aeronautical Re
search Institute of Sweden, entitled "The 
Economy and Sonic Boom of the Sea· 
Limited SST." Mr. Lundberg states in 
his paper that if boom tests over ocean 
areas are not made soon, the proponents 
of the SST run the risk of having to 
scrap all SST's because of the effects of 
oversea booms. I will first read the ab
stract of the paper and then the paper 
itself: 

ABSTRACT 

The SST boom would be at least 10 times 
too strong for being acceptable over land. 
Several countries have already, de facto, pro
hibited supersonic overflights. Nevertheless 
building of production aircraft of Concorde 
and prototypes of the US SST has been 
started on the assumptions (a) that the 
boom will not cause appreciable harm over 
sea, and (b) that supersonic operation re
stricted to sea routes will be an economic 
success. 

Both assumptions are incorrect. SST 
booms will undoubtedly cause severe dis
turbance, fright and risks of accidents to 
people at sea. The burden of proof that these 
effects are acceptable rests with the SST 
investors. They should therefore carry out 
adequate boom tests over sea, this being also 
in their own interest: If such tests are not 
made very soon, they run the future risk of 
having to scrap all the SSTs when the oper
ation has become so extensive that the fre
quent oversea booms have deflnltely become 
intolerable. Then people at sea and govern
ments of shipping and fishing nations will 
certainly find ways and means of stopping 
the activity. 

Restriction to supersonic speed over water 
only will result in huge operation losses. 
A thorough investigation of the magnitude 
of the losses is of paramount importance 
also for people at sea: The result would con
tribute to solving the boom problem by dis
couraging many airlines from buying SSTs. 

The only real argument for sea-restricted 
SST-operation-the huge investments al
ready made--is, however, apparently deemed 
so strong that the prospects of halting the 
development, while waiting for the results 
of oversea boom tests and economic studies, 
seem remote. Most likely, therefore, oversea 
SST operation will be launched. 

But then, as the operation losses escalate, 
the SST investors will be severely tempted 
to request permissions to fly supersonically 
over land. To resist this there is an urgent 
need for sleep disturbance research for con
firmation that the SST boom is far too se
vere for being acceptable over land. 
REVIEW OF THE MOST ESSENTIAL CONSIDERATIONS 

The question of meaningful sonic boom 
research required for governmental SST 
boom policies must be judged on the basis 
of the whole current situation with respect 
to the SST, above all the boom policies al
ready adopted and the economic viability of 
and need for civil supersonic flight. 

Several countries have already forbidden 
supersonic SST flight either unconditionally 
or conditionally, the condition for permis
sion usually being that the boom must not 
cause hazards to health or damage to prop
erty. 

For sick and old people, and people who 
have sleeping di11lculties--the "critical 
group"-frequent sleep disturbance by SST 
booms would be detrimental to their health. 
The vast boom carpets will inevitably cover 
also such people. In order to comply with the 
"sleep criterion"-i.e. people belonging to the 
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critical group must not be subjected to ap
preciably sleep disturbance, at night or in 
day time-the boom must be reduced to less 
than 1/lOth of the predicted level for cur
rent SST projects. 

For these projects the sonic boom cannot, 
of course, be reduced at all. For future SST 
generations even a reduction of the boom to 
half the level for the current projects would 
be entirely insufficient for acceptablllty over 
land-disregarding the fact that such a re
duction is generally deemed impossible even 
on very optimistic assumptions about ad
vances in boom minimization. The current 
"conditional bans" of SST booms over land 
have therefore the same prohibitive signif
icance as unconditional bans. 

The national de facto prohibitions already 
issued make SST operation over land essen
tially unfeasible. In spite of this, decisions 
have recently been made to build production 
aircraft of Concorde and prototypes of the 
Boeing SST. These decisions are stated to be 
based on a supersonic market reduced to 
oversea routes only. This is in direct con
tradiction to the following condition for ac
ceptance of the SST stipulated by lATA in 
1962, the year of the decision to build Con
corde: 

"Economic operations at supersonic speed 
must be practicable (i.e., not be hampered by 
the boom) over inhabited areas at any time 
of the day or ni~t." 

Surely, no one-least of all the current 
SST investors-would at that time have 
dreamt of proceeding with huge investments 
in SST developments had it been foreseen 
that the aircraft will not be permitted to 
fly over land at the speed it is designed for
an exceptional handicap in competition with 
subsonic aircraft. 

The only conceivable real reason for the 
decisions to proceed is the enormous invest
ments in SST developments already made, 
today almost 2 billion dollars. The decisions 
are defe:aded by firm statements (a) that the 
SST boom will be acceptable over sea, and 
(b) that the "sea-limited" SST will be an 
economic success. Both assumptions appear 
to be incorrect. 

The SST booms will be particularly strong 
in waters close to the coasts where the climb 
boom carpets will be placed. In the first vast 
portion of these carpets the nominal (i.e., un
magnified) boom wlll amount to 3 or 4 psf. 
Most likely such booms will in calm weather 
be almost equally startling to people on deck 
of boats at low speed (sailboats and boats at 
reduced engine power) as they are to people 
outdoors on land. In the Edwards test al
most 100% of the test subjects judged such 
booms as entirely unacceptable. Booms of 3 
or 4 psf were also found to be equally dis
turbing as airport noise of 129 PNdB, a. level 
commonly considered as unbearable. 

Furthermore, the climb boom wlll some
times be magnified by atmospheric effects to 
superbooms of some 6 psf, and occasionally 
10 psf or more. And the focusing of the 
shock waves in the "horseshoe" initiating 
each boom carpet will always result in super
booms of 6 to 15 psf. The horseshoes are thin, 
some 200 ft, but they wlll undoubtedly hit 
boats occasionally because it will not be pos
sible to place the horseshoe accurately 
enough for avoiding any particular object. 

It is beyond doubt that superbooms ex
ceeding 6 or 8 psf will be very frightening in 
relatively calm conditions, and also that such 
booms will often effectively penetrate the 
noise and draught usually prevailing on 
boats. Because of the startle effect such 
booms, at any rate those exceeding about 
10 psf, must be regarded as potentially dan
gerous for crew members working on deck 
and for passengers with a. heart disease. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. EAGLETON. I am pleased to yield 
for a question. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I would like to ask 
the Senator, in connection with what 
he has been saying, if he does not think 
that under these circumstances, that is, 
the circumstances, as I understand them, 
that the sonic boom could have a serious 
adverse psychological effect on the health 
of the person who suffers it, it is abso
lutely essential that those who serve on 
the environmental commission which 
would use the $27 million provided 
partly in this bill should include at least 
one competent person from the Depart
ment of Health, Education, and Wel
fare--one person who has some knowl
edge of physiology, some professional 
background, some experience in this 
area--especially in view of the fact that 
Dr. Egeberg, the top health man in our 
Government has written to Secretary 
Volpe and indicated his deep concern 
over the effect on health of not only the 
sonic boom, but various other aspects of 
supersonic :flight, and has suggested lines 
along which research should proceed in 
order to provide effective answers. 

Under these circumstances, does it not 
seem fair and logical that the commit
tee should include at least one person 
from HEW or some other health group
AMA, perhaps, or some other competent 
medical group-that could evaluate this 
information? 

Mr. EAGLETON. I think the Senator 
from Wisconsin is eminently correct. 
Most people, in their discussion of the 
sonic boom problem, have viewed it in 
terms of its inconvenience and its mo
mentary discomfiture. If it were reduced 
to just that, meaning a minor incon
venience or a minor irritant, perhaps, 
it might be deemed to be tolerable. But 
the very point that Mr. Lundberg is 
making in his paper, and that others 
have made likewise, is that it is more 
than just an inconvenience and a tem
porary discomfiture, and it poses very 
serious, genuine, and deep questions in
sofar as human health is concerned. 

Thus, I think that the Senator, in pos
ing his question to me, where he states, 
"Is it not almost inconceivable that 
someone representing the field of 
health"-he suggested perhaps someone 
from HEW, in the public field, or in the 
private field he suggested AMA-"some
one knowledgeable in health effects and 
experience in the ramifications that 
might be created by going into a new 
program that would have far-reaching 
and unforeseen health effects, that some
one from that important area is not rep
resented on this important policymaking 
body," is absolutely correct, and I agree 
with him wholeheartedly, that not only 
with respect to the boom, which is the 
point we are discussing momentarily, 
but also with respect to other aspects of 
the SST, whether it be take-off and land
ing noise, with the health effects that 
might have on the ability to hear, with 
its pOtentially dangerous and deleterious 
thermopollutant aspects, and so forth, 
that health is as much in the picture of 
the SST as any one separate area in gov
ernment or any separate area of con
cern. It is not just the economy, albeit 
that is important. It is not just priorities, 
albeit that is important. It is not just 
what it would do to the environment, 
and we all know that is important. But, 

in this mix, along with environment, 
along with the economy, along with pri
orities, is the health question. Someone 
from the field of health, someone knowl
edgeable in this area and concerned 
about it, should be part of the body that 
would be overseeing this kind of under
taking. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Is it not true that in 
the President's ad hoc committee which 
considered the SST at his request in 1969, 
one of the agencies represented was the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare; and the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare's representative 
expressed some very serious reservations 
on the supersonic transport, so serious 
that, as I understand it, that was one of 
the principal reasons why it was agreed 
that further research was essential and 
that we should spend these tens of mil
lions of dollars on research before we 
proceeded with full production of the 
SST? 

Under these circumstances, and in 
view of the fact that, to all of us, human 
health, human life, is the most precious 
asset, most precious element we can pro
tect, it just seems unconscionable to this 
Senator that that Commission was ap
pointed without anybody of any com
petence in this area. This Commission 
includes representatives of the aircraft 
manufacturers, of the airlines, of the 
Air Force, of the Space Agency, of the 
Transportation Department. And these 
are fine people. But there was nobody in 
a position to evaluate these findings 
from the standpoint of health. So that in 
the event that some information is avail
able that does suggest that the SST 
would cause illness of some kind, that it 
would have the kind of adverse physio
logical effects to which Mr. Lundberg re
fers in the article to which the Senator 
from Missouri was referring, there would 
not be anybody on that committee who 
could give a competent professional judg
ment; and therefore we would get a re
port on the SST to Congress and the 
people in which we could have very little 
credibility and very little reliance. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I could not agree 
more with the Senator from Wisconsin. 

It is at least curious-if not some other 
more applicable word-that when some 
serious questions were raised in the past, 
in not the far-distant past but the recent 
past by the Department of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare about potentially 
deleterious health effects of the SST, and 
their suggestions were that more re
search would have to be done and should 
be done in the interest of public health, 
on a Commission of this prestige would 
be left out any representative from the 
agency that had leveled this previous 
criticism. I do not know whether the 
price of criticism is that you will find 
that your advice is further discontinued 
or ignored or that you will bu~ shut out 
from any further deliberations. But it 
would appear in this instance that the 
health effects have just been dismissed; 
that insofar as the Commission is con
cerned, they will consider matters of 
production, matters of technique, -mat
ters monetary, and so forth. But those 
things relating to human health will be 
ignored, at least by their underrepresen-
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tation and nonrepresentation on this 
committee. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. If the Senator will 
permit me one more question at this 
point--

Mr. EAGLETON. I yield for a question. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Is it possible that 

the typical American taxpayer, the typi
cal American who is concerned about 
many things, who is concerned greatly 
about the health of his family and him
self and about the heavy taxes he has 
to pay to the Federal Government, gets 
very little out of this that is positive? 
He is going to have to pay for it. He is 
going to have to pay $290 million or $210 
million if this conference report goes 
through this year. It will be $1.5 billion 
if we stick to the present plan, and many 
experts think we will have to expend 
$3 to $4 billion, all of which may very 
easily be lost. In addition, if some sci
entists and physiologiSts who have ex
pressed their concern about this are cor
rect, he has to suffer the risk and take a 
serious risk with respect to his health. 

It seems to me that in view of the 
fact that a fraction of 1 percent of the 
American people fiy regularly overseas-
even projecting this 20 years, very few 
people, no more than 2 or 3 percent of 
the American people, will fiy regularly 
overseas-the overwhelming majority of 
the people can get nothing out of it 
but higher taxes and danger to their 
health. So it is beyond me to understand 
how we can argue that this is something 
in the public interest, in the interest. of 
the American people. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I think that by that 
question, the Senator has really gone to 
the very heart of the issue here, going 
beyond the ecological ramifications of the 
SST. He is correct, of course, in his analy
sis that were this aircraft ever to become 
operational, were it to be economically 
viable, insofar as commercial aviation is 
concerned, at the very best, at the best of 
all circumstances, its utilitarian value 
would be but for a few. Indeed, it would 
be even for a.n insignificant few of those 
who constitute the European traveling 
public, which, as the Senator from Wis
consin pointed out in his question, is less 
than 1 percent. A miniscule few of that 
group, in my judgment, would avail 
themselves of SST-type transportation, 
since it is known and agreed that one 
would have to pay an incremental fare, a 
substantially increased fare, to travel 
transatlantic or transpacific on an 
SST. Even among the small European 
traveling public or the Atlantic travel
ing public from the United States to 
those two continents, I doubt whether 
there are too many who are willing to 
pay a fare that some have estimated to 
be as much as 15 or 20 percent, perhaps 
higher, than what would be called reg
ular fares, for the luxury of saving an 
hour or an hour and a half of time. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. If the Senator will 
yield further, the Senator's response re
calls to my mind the fact that I did, as 
a matter of fact, overstate the case in 
favor of the SST when we talked about 
people who fly overseas. 

If the Senator will recall, just a few 
days ago the Senator from Tilinois <Mr. 
PERCY) pointed out that he had recently 
completed an 18,000-mile trip in which 

he had fiown between Europe, Africa, 
and Asia, fiown to various parts of the 
world. After the trip was over, he sat 
down to try to figure out when he could 
have used an SST that would have saved 
him any time. He said that, for the life 
of him, he had great difficulty figuring 
out how he could possibly have used an 
SST that did not fiy over land. 

As we know, the administration has 
committed themselves to prohibiting 
fiights over land. We are hopeful that we 
can get a bill through that passed the 
Senate unanimously, prohibiting com
mercial supersonic flights over land. 

Under these circumstances, as the Sen
ator points out, a really small number, a 
really small proportion of the American 
people, would use this plane, and even 
they wolud use it so little as to make this 
terrific investment, really, for a 
triviality. 

Mr. EAGLE'llON. Once again, I ex
press my total agreement with the hy
pothesis and the thrust of the question 
posed by the Senator from Wisconsin. 

I think it was in a recent edition of one 
of the eastern newspapers--! cannot re
call whether it was a New York newspa
per or a local Washington newspaper
that there was a little human event 
item-within the last several weeks-it 
was not the headline type of story, or on 
page 1, but buried back in one of the 
papers in New York or Washington, that 
a supersonic fiight, a 747, from Paris to 
New York, had landed with a crew of 22 
and eight passengers. I think a 747 seats 
between 340 and 350 passengers in terms 
of a payload. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Would the Senator 
repeat that? A 747, a great big jumbo 
jet? 

Mr. EAGLETON. A jumbo jet. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. And only eight pas

sengers? 
Mr. EAGLETON. And only eight pas

sengers. A regulary scheduled commer
cial flight from Paris to New York. 

Admitting it was off-season, admitting 
the economy is in some of its more des
perate straits, and admitting that there 
is not much European travel in the 
months of October and November, ad
mitting all that, the fact is, that attend
ant on such a dismal payload in this par
ticular instance, shows beyond that fact 
that there is a breaking point, a point of 
economic no-return that a traveling 
member of the public is unwilling to go, 
insofar as how much he is willing to pay 
for a ticket to get from New York to 
Europe is concerned. 

As we all know, and as I am sure the 
Senator from Wisconsin knows because 
of his extensive research on this subject, 
the most sought after mode of travel to 
Europe now, the most coveted and about 
which there is the most glamor, is to join 
a travel club, to join the bar association 
of some city, or join the outdoor garden 
club of greater New York, and by a 
nominal payment of dues one becomes 
eligible to get on a charter :flight to 
foreign countries. These chartered planes 
fly from all over the country, They fly 
from St. Louis, and I am sure in the 
larger cities in Wisconsin, such as Mil
waukee, and all the other big cities. They 
have these charter groups where an in
dividual can save two or three hundred 

~ dollars in transportation costs traveling 
to and from Europe. That is what people 
are interested in. They are not so much 
interested in whether they will have the 
choice of three or four movies. One is 
enough-indeed, maybe one would be 
better off without any. Plus the fact that 
whether we are going to have chef so
and-so, who is now on the radio waves 
for United Airlines and describes the 
menu, whether lobster thermidor or steak 
ala Burgundy, or what have you. Most 
people, I believe, are willing to forgo all 
that in the interest of saving two or three 
hundred dollars. Even a ham sandwich is 
rather edible if $200 can be saved. 

I think since it is so abundantly clear 
that the traveling public is not willing 
to be gouged just for the sake of paying 
more to get an extra frill, a movie, or, 
indeed, · the saving of an hour of time, 
that the SST is already almost fore
doomed, before it would ever :fly, to eco
nomic failure. 

I think, even though some airlines 
have indicated they would like to have it, 
and sometimes their indications are a 
little guarded and some have indicated 
privately that they do not want it, but 
even though some airlines indicate they 
might like to have an SST, in the cur
rent scheme of things, I believe that 
we would be doing the airlines the 
greatest favor this session of Congress 
could do for them by discontinuing this 
program. We have got to protect them 
from themselves. We have got to protect 
them from what was mentioned in an 
earlier speech as the "Judas Goat" 
theory. That in essence means, I guess, 
that in the sacred name of competition 
we go down the course, full steam ahead, 
although that means economic disaster 
for both, because if one has a certain 
item the other must have it regardless of 
its devastating economic consequences. 

I think, maybe, we would, as I say, be 
doing as great a favor as possible for the 
airlines, to discontinue the SST opera
tion and to prevent them from their own 
unintended but resultant self-annihila
tion. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Is it not true that 
the airlines in general are in financial 
difficulty, which is not good, of course. 
Some of them are losing money. If we 
take the best year any airline ever had, 
I believe that this is a fact-I am not 
positive-the most money any airline 
ever made was a net profit of $50 million. 

How much would the SST cost? They 
estimate, if everything works well, with 
no overruns-and I am sure there will 
be overruns because they are working in 
a new kind of technology with brushed 
titanium honeycomb-it will cost $40 
million. 

What has hurt the airlines and put 
them in a painful and difficult position 
is just what the Senator from Missouri 
is talking about, the fact tha,.t they have 
to follow this "Judas Goat" theory and 
get what everyone else gets. If one air
line gets a jumbo jet, then the other one 
has to get a jumbo jet. They all have 
to get into it-in this case of a plane 
which can fly only in certain areas. So 
they will be in serious straits. 

This is one of the principal reasons 
why the payment made by the airlines 
is not the usual 5 percent. It is 2% per-
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cent. They are only making a $1 million 
downpayment. So if they can escape 
from this, if the plane does not meet 
certain narrow requirements, then the 
$1 million will be returned so that the 
risk is minimized. 

I have talked to some top airline om.
cials to American airlines, Mr. Quesada, 
for e'xample, who flatly says that the air
lines will be far better off if we kill the 
SST operation because they would be in 
a difiicult position. 

True, as a matter of form, the airline 
association is in favor of the SST. They 
have made that commitment. The air
lines are in a difficult position, with the 
CAB and the FAA determining what 
routes the airlines shall get. The airlines 
are influenced by these agencies, who are 
vigorously trying to promote the SST. 

The judgment expressed by the Sen
ator from Missouri seems sound to me, 
that they will be far better off if they 
are going to be put in the position where 
they will have to pay out tens of millions 
of dollars that they do not have, or will 
have to borrow the money at interest 
rates which are extraordinarily high in 
order to buy something that is very likely 
to be a commercial failure. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I agree once again 
with the Senator from Wisconsin. I think 
the result will be as I hope it will be, 
that Congress does cancel and eliminate 
and end the SST endeavor. 

I would speculate that the technical 
and official announcement from the air
line association and, indeed, from some 
of the air carriers might be that they are 
for this airplane, but perhaps beefed up 
in slightly stronger words in the official 
public relations release, but within the 
confines of the boardrooms of the giant 
air carriers of this Nation, there might 
be almost a victory celebration that they 
had been spared the burden of getting 
into this inevitably losing undertaking 
under the so-called Judas Goat theory, 
and that some outside force-in this 
instance the Congress of the United 
States-had rescued them from them
selves and from their own folly. 

So I do not think there will be buckets 
of tears shed by the giant air carriers of 
this country if the position as taken by 
the Senator from Wisconsin and others, 
including myself, ultimately prevails. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. If I may ask the Sen
ator one question, to get back on what 
the Senator was talking about, because I 
think this is of importance in terms of 
the priorities, he was pointing out that 
the sonic boom could have an adverse 
effect on human health and the other 
elements that could affect human health 
adversely. 

Is the Senator aware of the fact that 
this year we are asked to spend $290 
million for the SST, which could have an 
adverse effect on human health, and a 
total of $350 million, that is all, from the 
Federal Government to try to find a cure 
for cancer? 

In other words, we are spending very 
nearly as much on the SST that could 
injure human health, when no one is ad
mitting that it will help or cure any ill
ness, any sick child, or any sick person, 
yet we are spending only a little bit more, 

as a nation, to combat one of the three 
top scourges that mankind has to face. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, the 
Senator also well knows that other bills 
in other areas are sometimes either 
vetoed or we have a hint of a veto if they 
contain $200 million or $300 million 
above certain Presidential recommenda
tions in certain areas. However, in this 
area, as the Senator points out, $290 mil
lion for the SST is said to be well and 
good and certainly in the public interest. 
However, the Senator contrasts that 
against our national expenditures for re
search in the area of cancer-and that 
might also be contrasted with our ex
penditure in the areas of heart disease, 
stroke, and other diseases-on a priority 
basis. 

I hope to get into that subject a little 
later on in terms of those things being 
available to mankind and the average 
people of this country. No one is con
vinced clearly that there is a greater 
urgency for the SST now vis-a-vis some 
of the backward situations we find our
selves insofar as public health and wel
fare are concerned. 

Mr. President, I want to continue my 
analysis of the article I was discussing 
before the colloquy between myself and 
the Senator from Wisconsin <Mr. Paox
MIRE). I recall that we were talking about 
some of the potential health consequences 
and hazards of the SST created sonic 
boom. 

Going on, Mr. Lundberg points out: 
In order to prevent appreciable disturb

ance and hazards to people on boats, the 
Swedish Air Force has set the lowest per
missible altitude for supersonic operation 
over sea to 5000 m, thereby limiting the 
nominal boom to 2.8 psf. The nominal SST 
climb boom {up to 4 psf) will thus exceed 
this level by up to 40%. And the average 
dadly fTequency of SST booms in many 
coastal areas will be incomparably greater 
than that caused by the sporadic military 
operations. In the most "critical" areas, south 
Long Island, Nova Scotia and Ireland, where 
the sea traffic is dense, the SST boom fre
quency wlll be of the order 50 per day or 
more. 

To sum up, the SST oversea booms will 
cause severe disturbance, fright and even 
risks of accidents to people a.t sea.. The in
cessant and intense SST booms will also 1n 
all likelihood have serious effects on mari
time wildlife, in particular some kinds o! 
seabirds in the breeding sessions. 

Clearly, the burden of proof that these 
harms and hazards are acceptable rests with 
the SST investors. They should without 
further delay carry out adequate boom tests 
over sea under international observations. 

The number one SST boom research topic 
is of great importance for people a.t sea and 
for all shipping and fish!ng nations. It is 
clearly also in the best interest of all SST 
investors, including potential SST airlines, 
because of the prospect (which even they 
must recognize a.s a possibillty) of a. later 
economic disaster: That of having to scrap 
all the numerous SSTs in serVice at a. future 
point of time when the detrimental effects of 
the increasingly frequent oversea booms 
reaches an intoleratble level, such that a. 
ban on supersonic oversea flights is irresist
ibly demanded and enforced. 

The deficiency in production economy of 
the U.S. SST is illustrated by investigations 
by two consultants to FAA. Production (in
cluding development) cost per SST vs num
bers built is compared with airline demand 

of sea-limited SSTs vs price per aircraft. 
There would be a demand for only 280 SSTs 
at the often-announced price of $40 million 
(1967 value) per SST. But the production 
cost at such a. small quantity would amount 
to $67 million per SST, a loss per aircraft of 
$27 million, and a. total loss of $7.5 billion. 

The deficiency in operation economy--even 
assuming a subsidized price of $40 million
is confirmed by some seriously unrealistic 
assumptions in recent economic analyses, 
made by (or for) the American SST in
vestors (on which they seem to base their 
optimism about the profitabillty of the sea
limited SST). They have correctly stated 
tha.t, because the purchase price of an 
SST per passenger seat (as well a.s other cost 
items) is about 3 times higher than for com
peting subsonic jets the productivity per 
passenger seat of the SST must be 3 times 
greater, implying that the SST must be able 
to make 3 times more flights per year (or on 
the average per day) on a. given distance, 
e .g., over the North Atlantic. But they have 
incorrectly claimed that the SST can do this 
because its cruise speed is about 3 times 
greater than that of the subsonics. 

In this surprising statement it is neglected 
(a) that the block speed (the average speed 
between airports) of the SST is only a. bout 
twice that of the subsonic, {b) that every 
flight is "burdened" by the turn-around time 
between landing and take-off making the 
sum of all turn-around times proportional to 
number of :flights, and (c) that also the time 
required for dally or weekly maintenance 
and periodic overhauls is roughly propor
tional to number of :flights, not to hours 
flown, because the wear and tear, number of 
defects in the systems, and structural fatigue 
is in the first place dependent upon numbers 
of flights; this being particularly pronounced 
with respect to the SST due to the severe 
aerodynamic heating cycle during each su
personic flight. 

The implications of these facts are easily 
illustrated for the important North Atlan
tic routes. Whereas the subsonic jet easily 
makes 2 single :flights per day, it seems hardly 
possible for the SST to average more than 
3 single flights. But even if we optimistically 
assume an average of 3.5 single flights per 
day, this would only be (3.5/6=) 58% of the 
number of :flights (6) that the SST should 
be able to make in order to be sufficiently 
productive for competing with subsonic jets. 

Furthermore the amortization time for the 
SST is assumed to 15 years instead of the 
10 or 12 years ,applied for subsonlcs. But 3.5 
single fiights per day over the Atlantic, to 
be compared With 2 for the subsonic jet, 
means that the SST "consumes'' its service 
life at a. (3.5/2=) 1.75 times faster rate, im
plying that the total usable service life of 
the SST, counted in years, would be corre
spondingly shorter. This calls for an amorti
zation time for the SST of {11/1.75=) 6.3 
years, rather than the 15 years assumed. In 
reality it would be wise to reduce the amor
tization time for the SST still more, say to 
5 years, because the aerodynamic heating is 
likely to m1ake each :flight relatively more ex
haustive than is the case for the "cold" sub
sonic aircraft. 

Against these observations will probably 
be objected that the structure and systems 
of the SSTs will be sujected to endurance 
tests to verify about the same service life 
in hours of flight as for subsonic jets (some 
50,000 hours) . This implies a requirement of 
a. safe and reasonably maintenance-cheap 
life of the SST which, counted in number 
of flights, has to be no less than ( 15/11 x 3.5/ 
2 =) 2.5 times longer than the life of sub
sonic jets (corresponding to their average 
a.mortioo.tion time of 11 years) . This would 
seem impossible to achieve--without an in
crease in design weight that reduces the pay
load to zero--even if the SST were not sub
jected to aerodynamic heating. The severe 
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heating and cooling cycle of each fiight 
makes the requirement of a service life 2.5 
times longer than that of "cold" subsonic 
jets completely unattalnsa.ble. It is to demand 
a miracle. 

And the prospective SST buyers will get 
no proof about the real usable service life 
of the SST until many years after the pur
chases, because of the exceptionally long 
times required for fatigue and endurance 
tests when a heating cycle must be applied 
for each simulated flight. 

The great deficiency in the productivity 
of the SSTs and the shortness of their usable 
service life will result in much higher oper
ating costs than for subsonics. Theoreti
cally the increase could be covered by a high 
SST fare surcharge. But in practice even a 
moderate surcharge would scare away prac
tically all potential SST passengers. Why 
should they pay even a moderate surcharge 
for gaining a couple of hours over the At
lantic when it then usually takes several 
days to adjust to the new local time and be 
fit for work or tourism? 

It follows tha.t "sea-limited" SST operation 
is bound to result in enormous losses. This 
has, however, not been recognized in the 
SST market analyses which all assume a good 
return on investments. Clearly, the demand 
for SSTs Will fall down drastically once the 
prospective SST airlines fully recognize the 
magnitude of the losses. 

Quantitative assessment of the losses, both 
in production and ope:mtion, should be of 
great importance also for the oversea sonic 
boom issue, because the result would un
doubtedly contribute to solving the boom 
problem by discouraging many airlines from 
buying SSTs-and this might even lead SST
engaged governments to terminate their 
projects. Research on the economic viabflity 
of the SST may therefore be regarded as an 
urgent SST boom research topic in a broad
ened sense. 

The only sensible thing to do in the present 
dilemma would be to stop further invest
ments in SST developments until adequate 
oversea boom tests and economic studies have 
been made. The weight of the "investments 
already made" argument is, however, so 
heavy-end gaining momentum so rapidly 
now that SST ha.rdware is being produced
that it would be over-opti:mJstic to believe 
in a "moratorium". We must count With 
oversea SST operation becoming a reality. 

But then, when the losses to the SST air
lines have become very great and the "SST 
governments" find that the airline demand 
for sea-limited SSTs is much below expecta
tions, these SST investors will be severely 
tempted to request perm.lssion to :fly super
sonically over land~to begin With over 
sparsely populated areas. 

To resist such requests, by confirmation be
yond any doubt that the SST boom is far too 
severe for being acceptable over land, some 
further overland boom research should be 
carried out and be concentmted on topics 
that are "c.ritical" With respect to the maxi
mum acceptable boom intensity, in particular 
sleep disturbance. 

Such research is, in fact, a matter of great 
urgency, not because present knowledge is 
insufficient--as shown in this report and 
stated above the boom tests already made as 
well as previous research about sleep disturb
ance due to very weak noise stimuli clearly 
imply that the SST boom would be at least 
10 times too severe for being acceptable over 
l&nd-but because this knowledge has appar
ently not been recognized, or deemed as con
vincing proof, by all the SST-engaged parties. 
And it ts those parties that without further 
delay need to know, for their decisions in 
the near future, whether or not there are 
a.ny chances at all of boom-pl"oductng SST 
operation over land being permitted in the 
distant future. 
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This plea. for conduction of extended boom 
sleep-disturbance research as soon as pos
sible must, however, not be misinterpreted 
to mean that those governments which have 
not yet decided on their overland SST boom 
policies should postpone the decisions untU 
this research is finished. It is, on the con
trary, highly important that these stlll un
decided governments formulate their boom 
policies very soon in order to contribute to 
an unambiguous picture of the prospects 
and conditions for overland SST operation 
as a basis for further decisions on the part 
of the SST investors. As existing knowledge 
about the effects of overland booms has been 
deemed sufficient by those countries, includ
ing the USA and England, which have already 
formulated their boom policies, it should be 
sufficient also for the remaining countries. 

That ends the very interesting and I 
think problem-posing, if not p~oblem
solving, Lundberg report. 

A second category of objections to 
proceedings with funding for the SST 
prototype program is concerned with 
the economic aspects of the venture. The 
SST will be expensive, and its purchase 
by airlines would follow massive invest
ments in jumbo subsonic craft that have 
revolutionized air transportation. Ac
cording to recent accounts, the airlines 
already are :financially hard-pressed. 

In the Washington Evening Star for 
December 12, 1970, Stephen M. Aug 
wrote that the 12 major airlines in the 
United States anticipate a loss this year 
of $123 million. His story indicates that 
only four domestic air carriers expect 
to make a profit this year. But this is 
OI?JY the beginning of the bad news. The 
Air Transport Association estimates that 
losses in 1971 will rise to $192 million and 
in 1972 will reach $279 million. 

Mr. Aug's story deals with this subject 
in some more detail, and I think it goes 
into the very interesting situation of the 
current financial dilemma of the airlines. 
He writes: 
TwELVE AIRLINES PUT Loss THIS YEAR AT 

$123 Mn.LION 

{By Stephen M. Aug) 
The 12 major airlines in the United States 

anticipate a loss this year totaling $123 mil
lion and, for the first time in memory, a 
decline in traffic growth. 

The predictions were made today by the 
Air Transport Association, a trade organiza
tion that represents the scheduled airlines. 
Association officials said the material made 
public today was substantially what was re
ported privately yesterday by airline industry 
leaders in a briefing for government officials 
at the Department of Transportation. 

Of the 12 major airlines, whose operations 
account for about 90 percent of the total 
traffic :flow among U.S. schedule airlines, only 
four are expected to make a profit this year
predicted at $134 million. 

ATA did not identify the four airlines, but 
they are Eastern, Northwest, Delta and Con
tinental. 

EIGHT EXPECT LOSSES 

The other eight, expected to show a loss 
totaling $257 mlll1on, are TWA, National, 
American, United, Western, Northeast, Bran
iff and Pan American. 

The anticipated 1970 loss predicted for the 
12 last July was $16 million. But instead of 
oontinutng growth in a.trllne tramc, the last 
six months have shown a decline from last 
year and losses have plunged deeper. 

George W. James, ATA senior vice presi
dent for economics and finance, said tn his 
statement that domestic tra11lc for the 12 

months of this year wlll be about one percent 
less than last year. 

The ATA, basing its figures on material 
supplied by the individual airlines, said the 
12 major carriers would probably operate at 
a loss next year of $192 million, and at a loss 
of $279 million in 1972. Earlier the predicted 
losses were $493 milllon in 1971 and $413 
mlllion in 1972. 

The association proposed several possible 
solutions to the airlines' "critical financial 
situation." 

It said the airlines "believe the moat im
mediate and essential step 1s a general up
ward adjustment in the fare level." 

The association said the industry already 
has taken a number of steps to cut losses. 
These include reductions in advertising, pas
senger services, research and development, 
future investment and employment. The 
airlines this year have furloughed nearly 
7,000 workers, the ATA said. 

The companies also cut back on fiights, 
With the result that there were less fre
quent fiights in the 1,000 largest city pairs 
last month than there were in November, 
1969. The airlines see further cutbacks 1n 
service. 

They also suggested to government lead
ers at yesterday's meeting that supplemen
tal airlines "should not be allowed to en
croach further into scheduled service mar
kets and the regulations governing their 
activities should be tightened and en
forced." 

MERGERS POSSIBLE 

The industry also considers mergers to be 
another possible avenue to improved profits. 

James said, "There is also a need through
out government to bring into its decision
making process a general awareness of the 
serious financial plight of the airlines." 

James said that the $192 mill1on loss an
anticipated for next year could be turned 
into a $100 mllllon profit with a 5.1 percent 
increase in average revenues per passenger 
mile. But he added that in order for the air
lines to earn at the rate of profit of 10.5 
percent allowed by the CAB, the 12 major 
ail·llnes would need nearly $1 billlon of pre
tax profits. 

Despite deficits predicted for the next two 
years, the ATA sees a five percent increase 
in domestic airline traffic next year and 
15 percent more international travel. 

James showed how profits of the airlines 
have been steadily shrinking in the past four 
years. For the 13 major lines, a $412 milllon 
profit was reported in 1967. By 1968 1t had 
declined to $262 million, and last year $147 
million-for a rate of return of about one 
percent. 

Mr. President, moving onto another 
issue that is meshed into the SST con
troversy, I would like to mention, of 
course, that the Senate's decision on the 
SST prototype funding was, as we all 
know, to delete that item from the DOT 
Appropriation bill. 

The Senate's decision on the SST pro
totype funding was, as we all know, to 
delete the item from the appropriations 
bill. Following that action, the Wash
ington Post for December 8, 1970, ad
dressed in an editorial the third category 
of objections to continued funding of the 
SST prototype program-the question 
of priorities and values. 

I think it is one of the best editorials 
that I have read on this subject, and I 
should like to read it now: 

THE SST: WHAT-WE REPEAT-Is THE 

HURRY? 
The House now ha.s an opportunity to nail 

down rather more tightly the Senate's ·de
cision last week to deny further funds for 
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the production of two prototype supersonic 
transports ( SSTs) . Specifically, the lower 
chamber will be voting-probably today-on 
a motion by Representative Yates which 
would reverse a.n earlier House vote in favor 
of the project and instruct the House dele
gates to follow the Senate's lead when the 
issue comes before a joint House-Senate 
conference. Since the House originally up
held the SST by only a margin of 102 to 86, 
there is a very real prospect of a reversal 
now; some 18 senators have reversed their 
position over the past year, and we hope that 
at least as many, or more, House members 
will take a hard look at the nature of that 
Senate vote and do the same. 

For that was no idle expression of narrow 
interests or shallow sentiment on the Sen
ate's part; it was, in its way, almost an 
explooion of public concern, as surprising to 
the backers of the move as it was apparently 
shocking to the supporters of the SST. What 
had been "too close to call" turned into a 
comfortable, thoroughly bipartisan 52 to 41 
majority and what it said was that some
where out there, away from the corporate 
boardrooms and the offices of the Federal 
Aviation Administration and the corridors 
of Congress, a lot of people care more about 
the quality of life and the nation's urgent 
economic and social needs than they do 
about breakfasting in London and New York 
at roughly the same time on the same day. 
It was a popular expression of national con
cern, and the tragedy of it is that the admin
istration with its characteristics combative
ness and quick sense of challenge, couldn't 
see it, apparently doesn't even suspect it, and 
can think of nothing better than to strike 
blindly back with the customary overkill. 

One result is that the President's statement 
in response to the Senate vote, rather like 
his comments in response to the Carswell 
vote, becomes by its disingenuousness, not 
to say downright deception, an argument 
against his cause. The Senate's action, he 
said, is a "devastating mistake" because, 
among other things, it will mean the loss 
"of at least 150,000 jobs"; As Senator Prox
mire has pointed out, there is no way to 
reach that figure unless by counting in all 
the workers that might be involved in full 
production of SSTs over the next 10 years 
which is a long way ahead to look, in terms 
of the aeronautics industry; that industry 
has its troubles and its centers, such as 
Seattle, surely have theirs. But they are 
troubles related to deeper malaises; accord
ing to the Boeing people, less than 5,000 of 
their workers are involved with the SST as 
of now. 

Mr. NiXon would have us believe that it 
will cost $277 million to terminate the SST 
contract, without bothering to add that over 
$80 million of this sum is not taxpayers' 
money but payments which the airlines have 
handed over as an "advance" of sorts on 
future SSTs and that $105 million of it is 
money that already has been spent. The 
President would have us believe, on the one 
hand that the funds in question wlll build 
only two prototype aircraft which can't do 
much noise or pollution damage by them
selves, and that on the other hand it would 
be a sin and a shame not to press on when 
we have already spent S<- much (nearly $800 
million) and he can't have it both ways. If 
it is a sin not to press on now, it wlll be 
doubly so when the prototypes are in hand, 
when the claim will be that we have to go 
into production and never mind the noise or 
the pollution threat, because look at what we 
have invested in them up to now. 

So these prototypes cannot be counted as 
pure and innocent, for they will in the nature 
of things become a powerful new argument 
for full production of a monster fleet of 
SSTs with a fr;a.nkly unknown-and at this 
point unknowable-potential for fouling the 
upper atmosphere and working dangerous 
climatic changes and encroaching upon our 

lives with deafening noise and damaging 
sonic booms. And all this for what has to be 
counted a striking example of marginal util
ity gained-a few hours faster flying across 
the oceans which may not even be a few 
hours. When you have built new airports and 
located them a decent distance from popula
tion concentrations, the time saved super
sonically in the air may well be spent on the 
ground, in a taxi or an airport limousine. 

So we say again: what's the hurry, either 
to cross the oceans or to build the SST? The 
President would have us believe, finally, that 
we might as well hurry because others--the 
French and the British and the Russians
are going ahead anyway. And our answer is 
that is not necessarily true. The Russians 
will have trouble marketing their product in 
any case. And. the British and the French 
could well prove a lot more receptive than 
you might suspect to a demonstration of 
American leadership, in a new direction and 
founded on a new sense of values which is 
responsive to new and genuinely urgent hu
man needs. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, wlll 
the Senator yield with reference to that 
editorial? 

Mr. EAGLETON. I yield. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. As I understand, it 

was an editorial published in the Wash
ington Post; is that correct? 

Mr. EAGLETON. That is correct. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. It is my understand

ing also that this is the first time the Post 
came out against the supersonic trans
port, though Herblock has had a number 
of cartoons that have contributed very 
greatly to an evaluation, as I would look 
at it, or a critical appraisal of the super
sonic transport. But this is the first time 
the Washington Post came out flatly 
against it; and I thought it was a su
perb editorial. 

Mr. EAGLETON. In response to the 
Senator from Wisconsin, I thought it was 
one of the best that I had read in the en
tire area, and almost every large news
paper in the country has editorialized on 
this subject in one way or the other. 

To indicate my interest in the editorial 
and the way it succinctly summed up the 
issues, I undertook to read it at this time. 
I believe the Senator is correct that this 
is the first time the Post had editorial
ized on this issue. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Since that editorial 
was written, there has been an interest
ing new development in the House situa
tion. That editorial was a kind of pitch 
for House support for our position against 
the SST, and, of course, we did not get 
that majority support, in my view in part 
at least because they did not get a chance 
to vote directly on the SST; their vote 
was a matter of instructing the confer
ees, which is somewhat different. 

But a most encouraging development, 
from my point of view, is that Repre
sentative HENRY REuss conducted a poll 
of the newly elected Representatives who 
will take office when we come back Jan
uary 21, and he was successful in obtain
ing answers from a very large majority 
of those newly elected Representatives; 
and on the basis of the answers he re
ceived, if those newly elected Represent
atives had been voting instead of the lame 
ducks, those who have been defeated, the 
SST would have lost in the House of 
Representatives, even on the instruction 
motion, which, of course, is a harder 

motion for those who oppose the SST to 
win on. 

This indicates two things to me. It 
means a different situation for us in the 
future, that we will be in a stronger posi
tion next year, but it also means that 
when the people have an opportunity, it 
is hard to know what people are thinking 
on various issues, but when they had a 
chance to vote between a representative 
who 1avored the SST and one who did 
not, they voted, on the basis of the most 
recent election, in favor of those candi
dates who opposed the SST; and I think 
that development adds strength to the 
very fine editorial the Senator from Mis
souri has just read. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I thank the Senator 
from Wisconsin. I had not heard, frankly, 
of Representative REUss' survey of the 
incoming members of the House of Rep
resentatives. It is, I think, heartwarming 
to have those facts, and to look forward 
to a brighter future day, although, in 
my judgment, and I think in the judg
ment of the Senator from Wisconsin, so 
far as we are concerned, we are wllling 
to reconcile this matter in this session of 
Congress, without having to wait on it 
for another session of Congress to remedy 
what we ought to be doing here now. 

I have one other article I should like to 
read, and I think this will be of particu
lar interest to the Senator from Min
nesota, who has joined us in the Cham
ber, because he brought this article to my 
attention. I think that in its own way it 
sums up as cogently as possible the pic
ture we find with respect to the SST. This 
is not an article from the Washington 
Post, which one might have predicted, 
based on the past track record of those in 
opposition to the SST, nor is it an article 
from the New York Times or the St. Louis 
Post Dispatch. Rather, this is a column 
by Mr. James J. Kilpatrick, who has 
joined many other Americans who ques
tion the need for the SST. In his column, 
published in the Washington Evening 
Star earlier this year, Mr. Kilpatrick re
viewed the arguments for and against the 
SST and came down on the side of those 
who favor discontinuing funding for the 
SST prototype program. 

Mr. Kilpatrick's thoughts on the pro
gram are as follows. The article is en
titled "Who Needs The SST? Not the 
Airlines or the Public." Mr. Kilpatrick 
writes: 

Secretary of Transportation John A. Volpe, 
speaking for the President, last week re
newed the administration's appeal for funds 
to continue work on the supersonic transport 
plane. 

The appeal contained at least a deml-semi
quaver of desperation. "The aviation indus
try is essential to our nation," Volpe said. 
If the SST should be dropped, "then in six 
or seven years you would have tens of thous
ands of employees laid off and an aviation 
industry that would go to pot:• 

Volpe also renewed a number of other 
arguments in support of the SST: Its sale 
would help our balance of paynlents. A suc
cessful SST would boost American prestige. 
And as for the problem of the plane's sonic 
boom, there would be no problem. The plane 
would never be permitted to fly at supersonic 
speeds over land. He concluded by contend
ing that if the United States fails in the 
supersonic field, France, England and Russia 
Will pick up the marbles. 
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A more specious line of reasoning seldom 

has been assembled. For the taxpayers to 
invest another $290 million in this venture
and that is the sum to be asked this week
would be a throwing of good money after 
bad boondoggles. Do we learn nothing from 
such wretched experiences as the military 
F111? Do we ever examine all the implica
tions of "progress?" 

The SST does not represent a change in 
kind, in the fashion of jet planes replacing 
prop jobs. It is only a change in degree: It 
will fly faster than one of the new 747s. 
That is the sole advantage claimed for it. 

Except for speed, the SST offers not a single 
advantage in range, comfort, passenger vol
ume, profits, safety, ease of handling-none 
of these. And unlike the 747, which the in
dustry developed at its own expense, the 
SST would oost the taxpayers a fortune in 
subsidies unlikely ever to be recouped. 

Who needs the SST? Well, the Boeing 
Company, out in Seattle, needs the SST. 
But surely, with deference to the great State 
of Washington, something more than this is 
required. Who else needs the SST? 

Not the traveling public. Relatively speak
ing, only a handful of passengers could be 
expected to pay the supercharges that would 
be required to make the SST a profitable 
operation. In theory, an SST flying flawlessly 
on schedule could carry 100,000 passengers 
a year; allowing for realistic factors of down
time and normal loads, the number 1s prob
ably half that. 

Not the people down below. Let us take 
with great grains of salt the promise that 
the SST would "never" be pennitted to fly 
over the U.S. mainland. At less than super
sonic speeds, the SST is a dead loss; it offers 
no advantages whatever. 

But when it _rues beyond the speed of 
sound, the plane leaves a destructive path 
of sonic booms behind. Before a House Ap
propriations subcommittee grants the re
quested sum, it should study recent reports, 
notably from France, on the damage this 
phenomenon causes. 

It becomes increasingly doubtful that even 
the airline industry needs the SST. The 
latest cost projection puts the cost of each 
supersonic transport at $60 million. How 
do you recoup that capital investment? Pan 
American, our largest airline, is beginning 
to wonder. 

In February, Aviation Daily and Business 
Week repor_ted some highly pessimistic obser
vations by Pan Am's president Najeeb Hala
by. The British-French Concorde, he re
marked, may wind up with only 112 com
fortable seats. 

Its tubelike cabin will seem cramped 
and narrow to passengers grown accustomed 
to the airborne living rooms of the 747. High 
costs per s~at-mile indicate poor profits; and 
if there is one thing Pan Am does not need, 
it is a new plane with a poor profltab111ty 
picture. 

Let us pause. The overriding question, here 
and in many other areas of our civilized so
ciety, is the extent to which man will let 
himself be victimized by his own machines. 
A needless surrender of values to speed and 
noise isn't progress. It's needless surrender. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, the pro
ponents of the SST have failed to dis
charge the burden of proof on the SST. 
But in the course of the discussions on 
this subject we may have made some 
assumptions that paint too bleak a pros
pect for the SST. I doubt that the action 
of the Senate recently, if upheld on this 
occasion, will spell the death-knell for 
all American SST's. I believe that the 
private sector of the American economy 
will build an American SST-indeed, the 
best, fastest, and least expensive SST in 
the world~when it becomes economical
ly and technically possible to build such 

an aircraft that will operate without un
desirable environmental e:ffects. I do not 
believe that the aluminum-skinned Con
corde and Russian SST can put those 
nations so far ahead of us that we will 
never be able to catch up with them with 
a technologically much more advanced 
American SST. I doubt the airlines' abil
ity to pay for the SST, to say nothing of 
their willingness to buy and then have 
it compete with the jumbo subsonic car
riers on which the airlines already carry 
heavy indebtedness. 

Mr. President, there are too many un
resolved problems and too many unan
swered questions to let the conference 
report on this appropriation be approved. 
Having recently spoken clearly and def
initively on this issue, the Senate must 
not reverse itself now. 

Mr. President, I suggest the absence of 
a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator withhold that request? 

Mr. EAGLETON. I withhold the re
quest. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Senator allow me to obtain the :floor 
in my own right? 

Mr. EAGLETON. I yield the :floor to 
the Senator from Montana. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield to the dis
tinguished minority leader. 

CLOTURE MOTION 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, I send to 

the desk a motion for cloture and ask to 
have it read. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clo
ture motion having been presented, the 
clerk will read it. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
CLOTURE MOTION 

we, the undersigned Senators, in accord
ance with the provisions of Rule XXII of the 
Standing Rules of the Senate, hereby move 
to bring to a close the debate upon the mo
tion to adopt the conference report on H.R. 
17755, fiscal 1971 appropriations for the De
partment of Transportation and related 
agencies: 

HuGH ScoTT, BARRY GoLDWATER, MIKE 
GRAVEL, HOWARD BAKER, HENRY JACK
SON, WARREN MAGNUSON, HENRY BELL
MON, RICHARD SCHWElXER, ROBEBT 
DoLE, EDWARD W. BROOKE. 

BOB PACKWOOD, TED STEVENS, JAMES B. 
PEARSON , J. CALEB BOGGS, LEE METCALF, 
GoRDON ALLOTT, PAUL FANNIN, JEN
NINGS RANDOLPH, DANIEL INOUYE. 

PROGRAM 
Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, will the 

distinguished majority leader yield 
briefiy? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I am delighted to 
yield to the Senator from Pennsylvania. 

Mr. SCOTT. Mr. President, before we 
reach the question of an adjournment or 
recess motion tonight, I should like to 
indicate that, in view of the statement 
of the President in connection with 
which an announcement has been made 
of the possibility of a special session on 
the 3d of January 1971, which I per
sonally hope will not by any means be 
necessary, and which is certainly not 
something I have in any way initiated, 

I would hope that we could expedite the 
business of the Senate further by recess
ing until tomorrow, Sunday morning, 
and also consider very seriously remain
ing in session, either on an around-the
clock, 24-hour basis, or on a very late 
night basis. 

Mr. President, I realize that this is no 
way to make friends or influence people. 
I realize, too, that it is the responsibility 
of the leaders to make suggestions at 
times which can be highly unpleasant; 
but it is my duty to transmit this mes
sage. It is my obligation to request it. 

It is my desire that we hear now the 
desire of the distinguished majority 
leader, since he and I have worked an 
this time in amity and concord and we 
must, of course, continue to do so if 
we are to conclude the necessary busi
ness of the Senate. 

Mr. WilLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SCOTT. With the consent of the 
majority leader, I yield. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Of course. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 

President, I want to get our business done 
as much as anyone else does. I have been 
working here for days trying to get con
sent agreements. Every Member in this 
Chamber knows there is a certain 
amount of political maneuvering going 
on so far as the so-called guaranteed 
annual income and social security 
amendments, and so forth, are concerned. 

As one who has taken an active in
terest in that measure over the months 
worked on it, and stayed in this Chambe~ 
diligently I will be here Saturday and 
if necessary on Christmas Day, but if 
the Senate is in session Sunday I will 
not be present. Take whatever action is 
desired. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. In response to the 
most interesting proposal advanced by 
the distinguished minority leader, I seem 
to detect the voice of Jacob but the hand 
of Esau. [Laughter.] 

Mr. SCOTT. Each of them has a vote. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Only one of them 

has a vote here in the Senate, though. 
So far as all-night sessions are con

cerned, the answer is "No." I have been 
majority leader for 10 years. We have 
never had round-the-clock sessions; and 
unless we face a grave national emer
gency connected with the security of this 
country, I would not anticipate that we 
would. 

So far as meetings on Sundays are 
concerned, I am perfectly willing, speak
ing personally, to meet on Sunday; but 
I do not think that is a responsibility, at 
this late date, that the joint leadership 
can take so far as the membership of this 
body is concerned. 

I note that the President has stated, 
according to the wire service, that if we 
do not have a vote up or down on his leg
islation by midday of January 3, 1971, 
he will withhold his signature to the res
olution which was sent to him by the 
Congress, calling for a convening of the 
next Congress on January 21, and that 
we would thus convene at noon on Janu
ary 3, 1971. 

I believe that the Democratic leader
ship included such an option in its 
statement last night to the membership. 



42746 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE December 19, 1970 

It was said that that was a distinct pos
sibility. 

If that is what the President wants to 
do, that of course is his privilege, to 
withhold his signature from the resolu
tion; and if we do not vote whatever he 
has sent up by midday of the 3d of Janu
ary to call us back into session. I would 
point out that the leadership--and when 
I say the leadership, I mean the joint 
leadership--has been doing everything 
within its combined power to face up to 
its responsibility and to bring before this 
body the legislative proposals which the 
President has indicated he is intensely 
and personally interested in. 

They are: The conglomerate package 
containing social security, the family as
sistance, and trade quotas in certain 
fields--shoes and textiles. 

We have been doing everything we 
possibly can to see that the President is 
given every consideration achievable, 
and some which are possibly nonachiev
able. It is our intention-and again I 
speak for the joint leadership--to stay 
with this bill at least until the 3d of Jan
uary at midday, to see if it cannot be 
faced up to and disposed of, one way or 
the ather. 

Frankly, I have no personal prefer
ence but I would like to see the Senate 
give~ the opportunity to express its will 
on a personal basis, so far as we are con
cerned as Senators and, on a collective 
basis, so far as the Senate as a whole 
and as an institution is concerned. 

So far as the second proposal on which 
the President places great stress, namely, 
the SST, which is contained in the De
partment of Transpo~rtation appropria
tion biil, conferences are now going on 
and are being participated in by the dis
tinguished Senator from Nevada <Mr. 
BIBLE), the distinguished Senator from 
Mississippi (Mr. STENNIS), the distin
guished Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. 
PROXMIRE), and the distinguished Sen
ator from Dlinois (Mr. PERCY) . 

I cannot say that they are making any 
progress, but I think I can say that on 
the basis of their talking alone, there 
is the possibility of progress. 

Insofar as the other b11ls are con
cerned, namely, the authorization bill on 
the President's proposed help to Cam
bodia, Vietnam, Indonesia, Korea, J or
dan, and Lebanon-! think that is the 
group, outside of the Israel credit for 
$500 million, which is in another cate
gory-the conferees, I understand, are 
on the verge of coming to an agreement 
and, on the basis of meetings held in 
another office in this building, this agree· 
ment may well bring about a satisfactory 
conclusion of the difficulties which con
front us in the Department of Defense 
appropriation bill, in the foreign aid ap
propriation bill, and in the supplemental 
appropriation bill. 

So we are making progress. We will do 
the best we can. Every proposal made by 
the President has been made by the Sen
ate leadership to the Senators them
selves. We are doing the best we can and 
we will continue to do the best we can. 

I personally am willing to meet to
morrow, if that is the will of the Senate, 
but the Senate will have to let me know. 
I am not going to place the question be
fore this body. 

I am willing to meet on New Year's 
Day, if that is the will of the Senate. But 
I will not be the one to tell the Senate 
or to suggest to Senators that they 
should come in on New Year's Day. 

The President, I think, only suggested 
Sundays. He did not mention New Year's 
Day. There is a possibility we will have 
that day off. 

He did not mention Christmas. I as
sume that he would like us to be around 
our trees as we hope he will be around 
his. 

As far as round-the-clock sessions are 
concerned, the answer is "No." 

Mr. SCOT!'. Mr. President, will the 
distinguished majority leader yield fur
ther? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I yield. 
Mr. SCOT!'. Mr. President, I see two 

instances where we might clarify mat
ters. 

I agree with what the distinguished 
majority leader has said about our joint 
efforts to bring all these issues to a vote. 
Surely we have done all we can possibly 
do within the rules of the Senate. 

I do want to point out that the Presi
dent's indication is not of a large laundry 
list or even of a moderate shopping list, 
but a very limited want list which, as I 
understand it, covers the appropriation 
bill on which, indeed, a great deal of 
progress is being made quite rapidly to
day, conference reports, and on the ma
jor bill, which is the pending order of 
business this afternoon. 

The position taken by the President, 
therefore, as I understand it, is with re
gard to a limited number of items. 

Then I read the teletype and I note 
that instead of the President's saying
and I think this was simply an uninten
tional oversight on the part of the ma
jority leader-that he would withhold 
his signature from the joint resolution 
providing for the convening of Congress 
on January 21, he was considering the 
withholding of his signature. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, if the 
Senator would yield at that point, I am 
delighted to stand corrected. 

Mr. SCOT!'. Mr. President, knowing 
that every single word counts now, and 
trying to find any placatory phrases I 
can discover in view of the continuing 
impasse, I wanted to mention that. 

I am delighted that the majority lead
er pointed out the number of meetings 
going on. 

I know that various knights errant of 
yesterday are no longer as errant to
night as they were yesterday. There is a 
mood of amity and concord-and that 
is good-on the appropriations bill. 

We may find ourselves very shortly in 
agreement with the other body so that 
we may be talking about something that 
is not going to happen. 

I am sure that everyone here is en
tirely concerned to be cooperative. I have 
had some discussions on the family as
sistance plan with the Senator from Del
aware and with others. We are certainly 
anxious that some fair and just resolu
tion be accomplished. However, essen
tial to that fairness is the full opportu
nity for the Senator from Delaware to be 
fully heard as to his views. And I want 
that statement to appear in the RECORD. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, will the Senator yield? 

Mr. SCOTT. I yield. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres

ident, I noticed that in the President's 
suggestions for action at this session are 
the so-called guaranteed annual income, 
more development funds for the super
sonic transport, a quota on textile im
ports-which will cost the consumers 
more money-larger social security 
benefits, vital appropriation bilJ.s....-all of 
which are spending proposals. 

I am a little concerned that there is 
no emphasis placed on the need for 
revenue-producing measures, such as the 
excise tax extension. 

I can appreciate the political expedi
ency of putting emphasis on the spend
ing programs. However, I wonder if the 
Senator has discussed with the Pres
ident why this bill was ignored. 

These revenue-producing measures 
are matters of great national concern. 
I am greatly concerned with the trend 
that we have of infiation now and in the 
years ahead. 

When we realize that we are headed 
for a $15 billion to a $20 b11lion deficit 
this year I am concerned that this bill 
was omitted from the list of important 
legislation. 

Was that discussed at the White House, 
or was that considered to be one of the 
measures that could go over? I certainly 
hope not. 

Mr. SCOT!'. Mr. President, if it were 
up to the Senator from Pennsylvania, I 
would f81vor paying for these items 
within the fiscal provisions which Con
gress should, and certainly ultimately 
must, provide. 

So far as the administration is con
cerned, the Senator knows that there 
may be some exchange of correspond
ence on this on Monday. I would rather 
defer any discussion in depth until that 
time. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I raise that question because 
unless we take some action in this session 
the excise taxes on telephones and auto
mobiles go off on December 31. This 
would represent a substantial loss of 
revenue. 

I am somewhat concerned that we 
have to wait until Monday to find out the 
position of the administration. 

I would hope that the senator from 
Pennsylvania would recognize that, as a 
party which has always prided itself on 
fiscal responsibllity, we cannot start 
straying to the wayside as freewheel 
spenders. Would the Senator carry that 
message to the proper sources? 

Mr. SCOT!'. Mr. President, if the Sen
ator wants a vote on the excise taxes in 
this session, I would vote for it. 

ORDER FOR ADJOURNMENT UNTIL 
9 A.M. MONDAY, DECEMBER 21, 
1970 AND TUESDAY, DECEMBER 22, 
1970 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that when the Senate 
completes its business today, it stand 1n 
adjournment until 9 o'clock Monday 
morning next, and on completion of its 
business on Monday to 9 o'clock Tues
day morning next. 
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Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, if the 

Senator would yield, I understand that 
we have already entered into a unani
mous-consent agreement for convening 
on Monday morning at 10 o'clock. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I would like to 
change that to 9 o'clock for both 
mornings. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Montana? The Chair hears none, 
and it is so ordered. 

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS 
OF 1970 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Now, Mr. President, 
under the agreement which has been op
erating and whieh expires at the conclu
sion of business on Tuesday next, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate turn 
to the consideration of Calendar No. 
1443, H.R. 17550, and that it be laid be
fore the Senate. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The LEGISLATIVE CLERK. Calendar No. 
1443, H.R. 17550, a bill to amend the So
cial Security Act to provide increases in 
benefits, to improve computation meth
ods, and to raise the earnings base un
der the old-age, survivors, and disabil
ity insurance system, to make improve
ments in the medicare, medicaid, and 
maternal and child health programs 
with emphasis upon improvements in 
the operating effectiveness of such pro
grams, and for other purposes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection the Senate will proceed to its 
consideration. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, since our 
meetings on yesterday, we have held 
some discussions. 

Mr. COTTON. Mr. President, we can
not hear the Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. 

The Senator may proceed. 
Mr. LONG. Mr. President, since our 

meetings yesterday, there have been 
some discussions about the most expedi
tious way to move ahead with the so
cial security bill. We have not been able 
to reach any sort of agreement. 

My impression is that the administra
tion is very hopeful of obtaining a vote 
on the family assistance plan or, if not 
that, then, in the alternative, a test vote 
to give some indication of how the Sen
ate feels about the measure. 

I have inquired of the possibility of 
obtaining a limitation to assure a time 
certain to vote on this measure. That 
cannot be obtained at this time. 

Mr. President, I am convinced that the 
Senate is not going to pass this measure 
and that, for whatever political advan
tage it might give one group or the other 
or any particular individual, it will be 
time wasted which could have been used 
in passing some of these bills that it is 
possible to pass 1n this session. 

Accordingly I wll1 make a motion to 
table the pending amendment. I believe 
the Senator from Delaware wanted me 
to yield to him before I made that 
motion. 

I ask unanimous consent that I might 
yield to the Senator from Delaware with
out losing my right to the floor. 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I object. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres

ident, do I understand that the Senator 
will be making a motion to table the 
measure even before some of us can get 
a chance to present our case against the 
bill? 

Mr. LONG. That is my intention. But 
prior to doing that, I would like to 
yield--

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, reserving 
the right to object, I think we ought to 
have an up and down vote on the family 
assistance plan. 

I would vote against the motion to 
table, hoping that we could get a vote 
on it. 

I wonder if the Senator might not put 
some kind of request to the Senate for a 
limitation of time on the merits. Perhaps 
we could arrive at some kind of an agree
ment at some day certain, even if it is 
after we come back from Christmas. 

We should try to get a vote on the 
merits. Could the Senator put that ques
tion? 

Mr. LONG. If the Senator wants that 
done, I ask unanimous consent that we 
vote on the pending amendment, which 
is the family assistance plan, at 5 o'clock 
on TUesday next. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, what is the request? 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I ask unani
mous consent that the Senate vote on 
the family assistance plan at 5 o'clock 
next TUesday. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I presented a unanimous-con
sent proposal for the Senate to vote on 
all amendments as well as final passage 
of the bill as amended. Many of those 
Senators now stanrung up and speaking 
on this matter apparently were not in 
favor of that agreement. 

If we can get consent to vote on the 
entire bill I would go along with the re
quest. I offered such a unanimous-con
sent agreement before. 

However, I will not be a party to politi
cal hypocrisy to get a vote on the family 
assistance plan when in the back of the 
Chamber it is being said it will die any
way. That is the greatest act of political 
hypocrisy I have heard. I have so ex
pressed myself downtown to those pro
posing that this farcical procedure be 
followed. 

If we are to vote on social security and 
a family assistance plan let us vote on 
them in good faith with the intention 
that it will become law and not so that 
Members can go home and brag about 
having done something in order to get 
votes. We are dealing with people who 
should not be kidded by either political 
party. 

I am ashamed that some Senators 
from our side would seem to cooperate 
in that hypocritical suggestion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the unanimous-consent re
quest? 

Mr. DOLE. I object. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 

the Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, be

fore the pending measure was called up 
I promised to call up S. 3835. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I yield to 
the distinguished majority leader for 
that purpose. 

COMPREHENSIVE ALCOHOL ABUSE 
AND ALCOHOLISM PREVENTION, 
TREATMENT, AND REHABILITA
TION ACT OF 1970 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 

ask the Chair to lay before the Senate 
a message from the House of Represent
atives on S. 3835. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FANNIN) laid before the Senate the 
amendment of the House of Represent
atives to the bill <S. 3835) to provide a 
comprehensive Federal program for the 
prevention and treatment of alcohol 
abuse and alcoholism, which was to strike 
out all after the enacting clause, and 
insert: 

SHORT TITLE 

SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the 
"Comprehensive Alcohol Abuse and Alcohol
ism Prevention, Treatment, and Rehabtlita
tion Act of 1970". 

TITLE I-NATIONAL INSTITUTE ON 
ALCOHOL ABUSE AND ALCOHOLISM 

ESTABLISHMENT OF THE INSTITUTE 

SEc. 101. (a) There is established in the 
National Institute of Mental Health, the 
National Institute on Alcohol Abuse and 
Alcoholism (hereafter in this Act referred to 
as the "Institute") to adm1nister the pro
grams and authorities assigned to the Sec
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare 
(hereafter in this Act referred to as the 
"Secretary") by this Act and part C of the 
Community Mental Health Centers Act. The 
Secretary, acting through the Institute, shall, 
in carrying out the purposes of section 301 
of the Public Health Service Act with respect 
to alcohol abuse and alcoholism, develop and 
conduct comprehensive health, education, 
training, research, and planning programs 
for the prevention and treatment of alcohol 
abuse and alcoholism and for the rehab111ta
tion of alcohol abusers and alcoholics. 

(b) The Institute shall be under the 
direction of a Director who shall be appointed 
by the Secretary. 

REPORTS BY THE SECRETARY 

SEc. 102. The SeCTetary shall -
(1) submit an annual report to Congress 

which shall include a description of the 
actions taken, services provided, and funds 
expended under this Act and part C of the 
Community Mental Health Centers Act, an 
evaluation of the effectiveness of such 
actions, services, and expenditures of funds, 
and such other information as the Secretary 
considers appropriate; 

(2) submit to Congress on or before the 
expiration of the one-year period beginning 
on the date of enactment of this Act a report 
(A) containing current information on the 
health consequences of using alcoholic 
beverages, and (B) containing such recom
mendations for legislation and administra
tive action as he may deem appropriate; 

(3) submit such additional reports as may 
be requested by the President of the United 
States or by Congress; and 

(4) submit to the President of the United 
states and to Congress such recommenda
tions as will further the prevention, treat
ment, and control of alcohol abuse and 
alcoholism. 



42748 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE December 19, 1970 

TITLE II-ALCOHOL ABUSE AND ALCO
HOLISM PREVENTION, TREATMENT, 
AND REHABILITATION PROGRAMS FOR 
FEDERAL CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES 
ALCOHOL ABUSE AND ALCOHOLISM AMONG 

FEDERAL CIVILIAN EMPLOYEES 

SEc. 201. (a} The Civil Service Commission 
shall be responsible for developing and 
maintaining, in cooperation with the Sec
retary and with other Federal agencies and 
departments, appropriate prevention, treat
ment, and rehabilltation progratns and serv
ices for alcohol abuse and alcoholism among 
Federal civilian employees, consistent with 
the purposes of this Act. Such policies and 
services shall make optimal use of existing 
governmental fac111ties, services, and skills. 

(b) The Secretary, acting through the 
Institute, shall be responsible for fostering 
simUar alcohol abuse and alcoholism preven
tion, treatment, and rehabilitation progratns 
and services in State and local governments 
and in private industry. 

(c) (1) No person may be denied or de
prived of Federal civilian employment or a 
Federal professional or other license or right 
solely on the ground of prior alcohol abuse 
or prior alcoholism. 

(2) This subsection shall not apply to em
ployment (A) in the Central Intelligence 
Agency, the Federal Bureau of Investigation, 
the National Security Agency, or any other 
department or agency of the Federal Govern
ment designated for purposes of national 
security by the President, or (B) in any po
sition in any department or agency of the 
Federal Government, not referred to in 
clause (A), which position is determined 
pursuant to regulations prescribed by the 
head of such agency or department to be a 
sensitive position. 

(d) This title shall not be construed to 
prohibit the dismissal from employment of 
a Federal civilian employee who cannot 
properly function in his employment. 

TITLE III-FEDERAL ASSISTANCE FOR 
STATE AND LOCAL PROGRAMS 

PART A-FORMULA GRANTS 

AUTHORIZATION 

SEc. SOl. There are authorized to be ap
propriated $40,000,000 for the :fiscal year 
ending June SO, 1971, $60,000,000 for the :fis
cal year ending June SO, 1972, $80,000,000 
for the :fiscal year ending June SO, 1973, for 
grants to States to assist them in planning, 
establishing, maintaining, coordinating, and 
evaluating projects for the development of 
more effective prevention, treatment, and 
rehab111tation progratns to deal with alcohol 
abuse and alcoholism. For purposes of this 
part, the term "State" includes the District 
of Columbia, the Virgin Islands, the Com
monwealth of Puerto Rico, Guam, American 
Samoa, and the Trust Territory of the Pa
cific Islands, in addition to the :fifty States. 

STATE ALLOTMENT 

SEc. S02. (a) For each :fiscal year the Secre
tary shall, in accordance with regulations, 
allot the sums appropriated for such year 
pursuant to section S01 among the States on 
the basis of the relative population, :financial 
need and need for more effective prevention, 
treatment, and rehabllltation of alcohol 
abuse and alcoholism; except that no such 
allotment to any State (other than the Vir
gin Islands, American Samoa, Guam, and the 
Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands) !or 
any :fiscal year shall be less than $200,000. 

(b) Any amount so allotted to a State 
(other than the Virgin Islands, American 
Samoa, Guam, and the Trust Territory of the 
Pacl:fic Islands) and remaining unobligated 
at the end of such year shall remain avail
able to such State, for the Pllr!>Oses for which 
made, for the next :fiscal year (and for such 
year only) , and any such amount shall be in 
addition to the amounts allotted to such 
State for such purpose for such next :fiscal 
year; except that any such amount, remain-

ing unobligated at the end of the sixth 
month following the end of such year for 
which it was allotted which the Secretary 
determines will remath unobligated by the 
close of such next :fiscal year, may be real
lotted by the Secretary, to be available !or 
the purposes for which made until the close 
of such next :fiscal year, to other States which 
have need therefor, on such basis as the 
Secretary deems equitable and consistent 
with the purposes of this part, and any 
amount so reallotted to a State shall be in 
addition to the amounts allotted and avail
able to the States for the same period. Any 
amount allotted under subsection (a) to the 
Virgin Islands, American Samoa, Guam, or 
the Trust Territory of the Pacific Islands for 
a :fiscal year and remaining unobligated at 
the end of such year shall remain available 
to it, for the purposes for which made, for 
the next two :fiscal years (and for such years 
only) , and any such amount shall be in addi
tion to the amounts allotted it for such pur
pose for each of such next two :fiscal years: 
except that any such amount, remaining un
obligated at the end of the :first of such next 
two years, which the Secretary determines 
will remain unobligated at the close of the 
second of such next two years, may be real
lotted by the Secretary, to be available for 
the purposes for which made until the close 
of the second of such next two years, to any 
other of such !our States which have need 
therefor, on such basis as the Secretary deems 
equitable and consistent with the purposes 
of this part, and any amount so reallotted to 
a State shall be in addition to the amounts 
allotted and available to the State for the 
same period. 

(c) At the request of any State, a portion 
of any allotment or allotments of such State 
under this part shall be available to pay that 
portion of the expenditures found necessary 
by the Secretary !or the proper and efficient 
administration during such year of the State 
plan approved under this part, except that 
not more than 10 per centum of the total 
of the allotments of such State for a year, 
or $50,000, whichever is the least, shall be 
available for such purpose for such year. 

STATE PLANS 

SEc. S03. (a) Any State desiring to par
ticipate in this part shall submit a State 
plan for carrying out its purposes. Such plan 
must--

( 1) designate a single State agency as the 
sole agency for the administration of the 
plan, or designate such agency as the sole 
agency for supervising the administration 
of the plan; 

(2) contain satisfactory evidence that the 
State agency designated in accordance with 
paragraph (1) (hereafter in this section re
ferred to as the "State agency") will have 
authority to carry out such plan in con
formity with this part; 

(S) provide for the designation of a State 
advisory council which shall include repre
sentatives of nongovernmental organizations 
or groups, and of public agencies concerned 
with the prevention and treatment of alco
hol abuse and alcoholism, to consult with 
the State agency in carrying out the plan; 

(4) set forth, in accordance with criteria 
established by the Secretary, a survey of need 
for the prevention and treatment of alcohol 
abuse and alcoholism, including a survey of 
the health facillties needed to provide serv
ices for alcohol abuse and alcoholism and a 
plan for the development and distribution 
of such facilities and programs throughout 
the State; 

( 5) provide such methods of administra
tion of the State plan, including methods 
relating to the establishment and main
tenance of personnel standards on a merit 
basis (except that the Secretary shall exer
cise no authority with respect to the selec
tion, tenure of office, or compensation of any 
individual employed in accordance with such 
methods}, as are found by the Secretary to 

be necessary for the proper and efficient op
eration of the plan; 

(6) provide that the State agency will 
make such reports, in such form and con• 
taining such information, as the Secretary 
may from time to time reasonably require, 
and will keep such records and afford such 
access thereto as the Secretary may :find 
necessary to assure the correctness and veri
fication of such reports; 

(7) provide that the Comptroller General 
of the United States or his duly authorized 
representatives shall have access for the pur
pose of audit and examination to the records 
specified in paragraph ( 6) ; 

(8) provide that the State agency will from 
time to time, but not less often than an
nually, review its State plan and submit to 
the Secretary any modification thereof 
which it considers necessary; 

(9) provide reasonable assurance that 
Federal funds made avilable under this part 
for any period will be so used as to supple
ment and increase, to the extent feasible and 
practical, the level of State, local, and other 
non-Federal funds thatt would in the ab
sence of such Federal funds be made avail
able for the progratns described in this part, 
and will in no event supplant such State, 
local, and other non-Federal funds; and 

(10) contain such additional information 
and assurance as the Secretary may :find nec
essary to carry out the provisions and pur
poses of this part. 

(b) The Secretary shall approve any State 
plan and any modification thereof which 
complles With the provisions of subsection 
(a). 

PART B--PROJECT GRANTS AND CONTRACTS 

GRANTS AND CONTRCTS FOR THE PREVENTION 
AND TREATMENT OF ALCOHOL ABUSE AND 
ALCOHOLISM 

SEc. Sll. Section 247 of part C of the Com
munity Mental Health Centers Act is 
amended to read as follows: 
"GRANTS AND CONTRACTS FOR THE PREVENTION 

AND TREATMENT OF ALCOHOL ABUSE AND 

ALCOHOLISM 

"SEc. 247. (a) The Secretary, acting 
through the National Institute on Alcohol 
Abuse and Alcoholism, may make grants to 
public and private nonprofit agencies, orga
nizations, and institutions and may enter 
into contracts with publlc and private agen
cies, organizations, and institutions, and in
dividuals-

" ( 1) to conduct demonstration, service, 
and evaluation projects, 

"(2) to provide educa.tlon and training, 
"(3) to provide programs and services in 

cooperation with schools, courts, penal in
stitutions, and other public agencies, and 

"(4) to provide counsellng and education 
activities on an individual or community 
basis, 

for the prevention and treatment of alcohol 
abuse and alcoholtsm and !or the rehab111-
tatlon of alcohol abusers and alcohollcs. 

"(b) Projects for which grants or contracts 
are made under this section shall, whenever 
possible, be community based, provide a 
comprehensive range of services, and be in
tegrated with, and involve the active par
ticipation of, a wide range cf publtc and 
nongovernmental agencies, organizations, 
Institutions, and individuals. 

" (c) ( 1) In administering the provisions 
of this section, the Secretary shall require 
coordination of all appl1ca.tions !or progratns 
in a State. 

"(2) Each appllcant from within a · State, 
upon flUng its application with the Secre
tary for a grant or contract under this sec
tion, shall submit a copy of f..ts application 
for review by the State agency designated 
under section SOS of the Comprehensive 
Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism Prevention, 
Treatment, and Rehab111tation Act ot 1970, 
1f such agency exists. Such State agency 
shall be given not more than thirty days 
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from the date of receipt of the application to 
submit to the Secretary, in writing, an eval
uation of the project set forth in the appli
cation. Such evaluation shall include com
ments on the relationship of the project to 
other projects pending and approved and to 
the State comprehensive plan for treatment 
and prevention of alcohol abuse and alco
holism under such section 303. The State 
shall furnish the applicant a copy of any 
such evaluation. 

"(3) Approval of any application for a 
grant or contract by the Secretary, including 
the earmarking of financial assistance for 
a program or project, may be granted only if 
the application substantially meets a set 
of criteria established by the Secretary that--

"(A) provide that the activities and serv
ices for which assistance under this section 
is sought wm be substantially administered 
by or under the supervision of the applicant; 

"(B) provide for such methods of admin
istration as are necessary for the proper and 
efficient operation of such programs or proj
ects; 

"(C) provide for such fiscal control and 
fund accounting procedures as may be neces
sary to assure proper disbursement of and 
accounting for Federal funds paid to the 
applicant; and 

"(D) provide reasonable assurance that 
Federal funds made available under this 
section for any period Will be so used as to 
supplement and increase, to the extent feas
ible and practical, the level of State, local, 
and other non-Federal funds that would in 
the absence of such Federal funds be made 
available for the programs described in 
this section, and will in no event supplant 
such State, local, and other non-Federal 
funds. 

"(d) To carry out the purposes of this 
section, there are authorized to be appro
priated $30,000,000 for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1971, $40,000,000 for the fiscal year 
ending June 30, 1972, and $50,000,000 for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1973." 

PART 0--.ADMISSION TO HOSPITALS 

ADMISSION OF ALCOHOL ABUSERS AND ALCOHOLICS 
TO PRIVATE AND PUBLIC HOSPITALS 

SEc. 321. (a) Alcohol abusers and alco
holics shall be admitted to and treated in 
private and publlc general hospitals, which 
receive Federal funds for a.lcohollc treat
ment programs, on the basts of medical need 
and shall not be discriminated against solely 
because of their alcoholism. No hospital that 
violates this section shall receive Federal 
financial assistance under the provisions of 
this Act; except that the Secretary shall not 
terminate any such Federal assistance un.tu 
the Secretary has advised the appropriate 
person or persons of the failure to comply 
with this section, and has provided an oppor
tunity for correction or a hearing. 

(b) Any action taken by the Secretary 
pursuant to this section shall be subject to 
such judicial review as is provided by section 
404 of the Community Mental Health Centers 
Act. 

PART D-GENERAL 

COMPREHENSIVE STATE HEALTH PLANS 

SEc. 331. Section 314(d) (2) of the Public 
Health Service Act is amended-

( 1) by striking out "and" at the end of 
subparagraph (J); 

(2) by striking out the period at the end 
of subparagraph (K) and inserting in lieu 
thereof "; and"; and 

(3) by adding after subparagraph (K) the 
following new subparagraph: 

"(L) provide for services for the preven
tion and treatment of alcohol abuse and 
alcoholism, commensurate with the extent 
of the problem." 

SPECIAL~ FAC1LrrrES 

SEc. 332. Section 243(a) of the Commu
nity Mental Health Centers Act ls amended 
( 1) by inserting "or leasing" after "construe-

tion", and (2) by inserting "facilities for 
emergency medical services, intermediate 
care services, or outpatient services, and" 
immediately before "post-hospitalization 
treatment facilities". 

CONFIDENTIALITY OF RECORDS 

SEc. 333. The Secretary may authorize 
persons engaged in research on, or treat
ment with respect to, alcohol abuse and 
alcoholism to protect the privacy of indi
viduals who are the subject of such research 
or treatment by withholding from all persons 
not connected with the conduct of such re
search or treatment the names or other iden
tifying characteristics of such individuals. 
Persons so authorized to protect the pri
vacy of such individuals may not be com
pelled in any Federal, State, or local civil, 
criminal, administrative, legislative, or other 
proceeding to identify such individuals. 
TITLE IV-THE NATIONAL ADVISORY 

COUNCIL ON ALCOHOL ABUSE AND 
ALCOHOLISM 

ESTABLISHMENT OF COUNCIL 

SEc. 401. (a) Section 217(a) of the Public 
He·alth Service Act is amended-

(!) in the first sentence thereof, by insert
ing "the National Advisory Council on Alco
hol Abuse and Alcoholism," immediately after 
"the National Advisory Mental Health 
Council,"; 

(2) in the second sentence thereof, by 
(A) inserting "the National Advisory Coun
cil on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism," im
mediately after "the National Advisory Men
tal Health Council,", and (B) inserting "al
cohol abuse and alcoholism," immediately 
after "psychiatric disorders,"; and 

(3) in the fourth sentence, (A) by insert
ing "(other than the members of the Na
tional Advisory Council on Alcohol Abuse 
and Alcoholism)" after "the terms of the 
members"; (B) by striking out "and" before 
"(2) "; and (C) by striking out the period at 
the end and inserting a semicolon and "and 
(3) the terms of the members of the Na
tional Council on Alcohol Abuse and Alco
holism first taking omce after the date of 
enactment of this clause, shall expire as fol
lows: Three shall expire four years after 
such date, three shall expire three years 
after such date, three shall expire two years 
after such date, and three shall expire one 
year after such date, as designated by the 
Secretary at the time of appointment." 

(b) Section 217(b) of such Act is 
amended, in the second sentence thereof, by 
inserting "alcohol abuse and alcoholism," 
immediately after "mental health,". 

(c) Section 217 of such Act is further 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following new subsection: 

"(d) The National Advisory Council on 
Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism shall advise, 
consult with, and make recommendations to, 
the Secretary on matters relating to the ac
tivities and functions of the Secretary in the 
field of alcohol abuse and alcoholism. The 
Council is authorized ( 1) to review research 
projects or programs subinitted to or ini
tiated by it in the field of alcohol abuse and 
alcoholism and recommend to the Secretary 
any such projects which it believes show 
promise of making valuable contributions to 
human knowledge with respect to the cause, 
prevention, or methods of diagnosis and 
treatment of alcohol abuse and alcoholism, 
and (2) to collect information as to studies 
being carried on in the field of alcohol abuse 
and alcoholism and, with the approval of the 
Secretary, make available such information 
through appropriate publications for the 
benefit of health and welfare agencies or or
ganizations (public or private) or physicians 
or any other scientists, and for the informa
tion of the general public. The Council is 
also authorized to recommend to the Sec
retary, for acceptance pursuant to section 
501 of this Act, conditional gifts for work in 
the field of alcohol abuse and alcohollsm; 

and the Secretary shall recommend accept
ance of any such gifts only after consulta
tion with the Council." 
APPROVAL BY COUNCIL OF CERXAIN GRANTS 

UNDER PART C OF COMMUNITY MENTAL HEALTH 
CENTERS ACT 

SEc. 402. Section 266 of the Community 
Mental Health centers Act is amended (1) 
by inserting " (other than part C thereof) " 
immediately after "this title", and (2) by 
adding immediately after the period the fol
lowing: "Grants under part C of this title for 
such costs may be made only upon recom
mendation of the National Advisory Council 
on Alcohol Abuse and Alcoholism established 
by such section." 

TITLE V-GENERAL 
SEc. 501. If any section, provision, or term 

of this Act is adjudged invalid for any rea
son, such judgment shall not affect, impair, 
or invalidate any other section, provisions, 
or term of this Act, and the remaining sec
tions, provisions, and terms shall be and 
remain in full force and effect. 

SEc. 502. (a) Each recipient of assistance 
under this Act pursuant to grants or con
tracts entered into under other than com
petitive bidding procedures shall keep such 
records as the Secretary shall prescribe, in
cl uddng records which fully disclose the 
amount and disposition by such recipient of 
the proceeds of such grant or contract, the 
total cost of the project or undertaking in 
connection with which such grant or con
tract is given or used, and the amount of 
that portion of the cost of the project or 
undertaking supplied by other sources, and 
such other records as will facilitate an ef
fective audit. 

(b) The Secretary and the Comptroller 
General of the United States, or any of their 
duly authorized representatives, shall have 
access for the purpose of audit and exaini
nation to any books, documents, papers, and 
records of such recipients that are pertinent 
to the grants or contracts entered into under 
the provisions of this Act under other than 
competitive bidding procedures. 

SEc. 503. Payments under thlls Act may 
be made in advance or by way of reimburse
ment and in such installments as the Sec
retary may deterinine. 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, a little 
over a year and a half ago, in May of 
1969, Senator YARBOROUGH, the chairman 
of the Labor and Public Welfare Com
mittee, created the Special Subcom
mittee on Alcoholism and Narcotics. 
After the subcommittee held extensive 
general hearings on alcoholism, I, as 
chairman of the subcommittee, intro
duced the Comprehensive Alcohol Abuse 
and Alcoholism Prevention, Treatment, 
and Rehabilitation Act of 1970. 

Substantially similar legislation was 
reported favorably by the Committee on 
Labor and Public Welfare and, in the 
form reported, was unanimously passed 
by the Senate on August 10, 1970. 

I am gratified to report that, in some
what modified form, it has now passed 
the House of Representatives. 

As chief sponsor of the Senate bill, I 
would like to review briefly the main 
provisions and intent of the legislation 
and to point out the difference between 
the House and Senate versions. 

First of all, let me say that I am deeply 
grateful that both Houses of the Con
gress have recognized the critical need 
for an across-the-board, locally oriented 
attack on the massive and growing alco
holism problem in this country. The main 
thrust of the legislation approved by 
both Houses, if creatively administered 
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and adequately funded, can provide the 
realistic framework for giant steps to
ward the prevention and treatment of 
alcoholism in our country. 

This legislation can save the country
and the Federal Government itself-mil
lions of dollars each year. 

It authorizes governmental programs 
which, for every dollar invested, will bring 
back dividends to our society many times 
over the amount spent. A recent study, 
carried out by the General Accounting 
Office, concluded that savings ranging 
from $135 to $280 million could be ef
fected by the Federal Government by 
establishing alcoholism programs among 
Federal civilian employees alone. 

The provisions in the legislation ap
proved by both Houses can make signifi
cant inroads into the estimated $7 bil
lion lost by private industry each year 
because of alcoholism and alcohol 
dependence. 

Most important of all, this legislation 
can save human lives--lives presently 
being destroyed by the disease itself, and 
by the crime and highway accidents to 
which alcohol abuse is a major contrib
uting factor. And it can alleviate the suf
fering in hundreds of thousands of 
American homes where alcoholism has 
caused misery and poverty and heart
ache. 

Briefly, the bill as passed by the House 
would: 

Require the establishment of a Na
tional Institute on Alcohol Abuse and 
Alcoholism; 

Require that the U.S. Civil Service 
Commission establish alcoholism preven
tion, treatment, and rehabilitation for 
civilian Federal employees and guaran
tee employees with alcoholism the same 
employment conditions and benefits as 
persons who are ill from other causes; 

Authorize formula grants totaling $180 
million over the next 3 years to help 
State governments develop and admin
ister programs for dealing with alcohol 
abuse and alcoholism; 

Authorize project grants totaling $120 
million over the next 3 years to public 
and private nonprofit groups and orga
nizations, to help finance specific alco
holism prevention and treatment proj
ects; 

Require a report by the Secretary of 
Health, Education, and Welfare to the 
Congress, similar to the earlier report on 
cigarette smoking, which will set out the 
health consequences of using alcoholic 
beverages; 

Establish an independent National Ad
visory Council on Alcohol Abuse and Al
coholism, to insure outside evaluation of 
the Federal efforts in this area. 

With reference to the action taken by 
the House of Representatives on this leg
islation, let me express, first of all, my 
immense appreciation for their respon
siveness to the urgency of the need by 
acting upon the legislation at this time, 
ra.ther than waiting until next year. All 
of us here are well aware of the enor
mous pressures that the Congress is 
under at this time. 

I am especially grateful to Congress
man STAGGERS, chairman of the Inter
state and Foreign Commerce Committee; 
to Congressman J.\RM.\N, chairman of the 

Subcommittee on Public Health and 
Welfare, which handled the bill; and to 
Congressman PAUL RoGERS, who has also 
shown a deep concern about the problems 
of alcoholism; as well as to many other 
conscientious Members of the House. 
This has been a highly constructive joint 
enterprise by the two Houses. 

I should also like to express my appre
ciation to my colleagues in the Senate, 
particularly the Senator from Utah <Mr. 
Moss) and the Senator from New York 
<Mr. JAVITS), whose work on alcoholism 
in previous years and whose assistance 
in drafting S. 3835 was invaluable, as 
well as the Senator from Colorado <Mr. 
DoMINICK) and the other members of 
the subcommittee and committee for the 
diligent assistance they gave to this 
cause. 

The House made a number of improve
ments in the legislation, the most im
portant of which involved a strengthen
ing and broadening of the confidential
ity provisions of the bill and a clarifica
tion of the original Senate bill with re
spect to comprehensive State planning 
provisions. 

The House also made some additional 
changes. They dropped the findings and 
declarations, the definitions, and the 
functions enumerated in the legislation 
as passed by the Senate. This was done, 
as I understand it, because of a feeling 
on the part of the Members of the House 
that it was not necessary to spell out 
the requirements of those sections in 
the legislation itself-that our legisla
tive intent in these areas could just as 
well be spelled out in regulations and 
administrative guidelines. 

Mr. President, based on my own ex
perience in this area, I, quite frankly, 
differ with our colleagues in the House 
on these last points. I prefer the more 
detailed and specific language of the 
Senate bill. 

The findings in the Senate bill, for ex
ample, included provisions stating that 
alcoholism is an illness or disease and 
strengthening present findings to more 
clearly indicate that the criminal law 
is not an appropriate vehicle for pre
venting or controlling a health problem 
such as alcoholism. The Senate version 
was also more specific in directing that 
all existing Federal legislation should be 
utilized to help control alcohol abuse and 
alcoholism problems. 

The definitions title of the Senate bill 
would have defined "prevention and 
treatment" in the broadest possible way, 
so as to make our in-tent that the term be 
so construed as clear as possible. In ad
dition, it would have defined the various 
kinds of services which are to be made 
available by the new Institute, so that, 
again, the congressional intent was clear. 

Administrative, planning, coordinat
ing, statistical, research, training, edu
cational, and reporting functions of the 
Secretary were spelled out in some detail 
in the Senate bill. This was done so that 
the program would necessarily attempt to 
attract a broad cross section of individu
als able to contribute to solving the prob
lem of alcoholism. Such a cross section 
would include members of the medical 
professions, individuals interested in the 
causes and ramifications of alcohol abuse 

and alcoholism, persons interested in 
practical programs of training and de
livery of services, and persons skilled in 
research. 

As I have stated, the House felt that it 
was not necessary to spell out all of this 
in detail-that it could be done adminis
tratively by rules and regulations. While 
I disagree, I see their point. 

If the administrative route does not 
work and the legislative intent is not rec
ognized, there is always the option, of 
course, of future legislative changes to re
store the more specific provisions. 

The House made one substantive 
change in the structure of the legislation 
which I wish to point out with some em
phasis. They modified language in the 
Senate bill which provided that hospitals 
which discriminated against alcoholics 
can receive no "Federal financial assist
ance under the provisions of this title or 
any other Federal law administered by 
the Secretary." The House modified this 
language to provide that such hospitals 
can receive no "Federal financial assist
ance under the provisions of this act." 

This section of the House bill clearly 
runs counter to the intent of the Senate 
version. Both the American Medical As
sociation and the adininistration testi
fied in favor of the Senate provision, and 
if this important point is lost, I see no 
alternative to introducing legislation in 
the next session to restore it. 

Last, on the floor of the House a change 
was made in the section of the bill which 
establishes alcohol abuse and alcoholism 
programs for Federal employees. That 
change simply involved the deletion of 
a repealer provision in that section. It 
will not make a difference in the inter
pretation of the language of that section 
of the bill as it is presently written. 

Despite these differences, Mr. Presi
dent, I believe the House version pre
serves the basic intent and the major 
provisions of the Senate bill. 

As such, the legislation represents a 
giant step forward for the estimated 9 
million Americans who suffer from the 
human blight of alcohollsm and for the 
countless other human beings whose 
lives are warped or destroyed because of 
alcohol abuse. 

Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 
under the able leadership of the distin
guished Senator from Iowa <Mr. 
HUGHES), the Subcommittee on Alcohol
ism and Narcotics has spearheaded the 
drive for the Comprehensive Alcohol 
Abuse and Alcoholism Prevention, Treat
ment and Rehabilitation Act of 1970 of 
which I have the honor to be a cosponsor 
with him. That bill, which unanimously 
passed the Senate on August 10, passed 
the House on December 18 with minor 
amendments which the Senate should 
agree to. As chairman of the Labor and 
Public Welfare Committee, I created the 
first Senate Subcommittee on Alcohol
ism, Narcotics, and Dangerous Drugs. 
The very able and distinguished Senator 
from Iowa <Mr. HUGHES) agreed to be
come chairman of that new subcommit
tee. In less than 2 years, he has written 
an outstanding record of service with bill 
after bill written into law to aid in the 
very grave social problems of alcoholism, 
narcotics, and dangerous drugs. This bill, 
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the Alcohol Abuse, Alcoholism Preven
tion, Treatment, and Rehabilitation Act 
of 1970 is another landmark act, to the 
great credit of this new leader from 
Iowa, this humanitarian Senator, HAR
OLD HUGHES. 

Alcoholism is a major problem in the 
United States, as the following statistics 
clearly indicate: 

ALCOHOL STATISTICS 

Deaths: Each year there are 72,000 al
cohol-related deaths; 26,000 motor ve
hicle accidents; 11,000 alcoholism stated 
on death certificates; 35,000 accidental 
deaths at home or work; 7,300 alcohol
related suicides each year. 

Arrests: 2 million arrests annually for 
drunk in public--4() percent of all non
tramc-related arrests; 300,000 arrests 
driving while intoxicated. 

Of 50,000 people kllled on the high
ways, 28,400 have significant alcohol level 
in their blood. 

Two million disabled yearly in auto 
accidents of whom 500,000 directly in
volve alcohol. 

A total of 500,000 patients in State 
mental health programs are alcoholics-
one-third of 1,500,000. 

Fifty percent male admissions to men
tal hospitals, ages 45 to 64 for alcoholism. 

Mr. President, I think this is enough 
to make every Member of the Senate 
realize it is time for us to do something 
to create a national program to do some
thing about this problem. That is what 
this bill is designed to do. 

Mr. President, this btll would establish 
a 3-year program at a total authorization 
of $300 million to deal with the overall 
problem of alcoholism, the most serious 
health problem in America today. 

There are four major features of this 
bill: 

First, the bill establishes, in the Na
tional Institute of Mental Health, a new 
Institute to be known as the National 
Institute on Alcohol Abuse and Alcohol
ism; 

Second, the btll establishes a program 
of formula grants to the States for pro
grams dealing with the problems of alco
hol abuse and alcoholism; 

Third, the bill provides for the estab
lishment of a program of project grants 
for specific projects in the States deal
ing with his problem; and 

Fourth, the bill provides for establish
ment of a program by the Civil Service 
Commission to deal with alcoholism and 
alcohol abuse among Federal employees. 
A recent report by the General Account
ing omce indicates that the establish
ment of such a program, at an estimated 
cost of $15 million a year would save the 
Federal Government a minimum of $135 
million a year, and possibly as much as 
$280 million a year. 

Again, I commend the able Senator 
from Iowa <Mr. HUGHES) for his out
standing work and leadership in this 
area. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate concur in the 
amendment of the House. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion of 
the Senator from Montana. 

The motion was agreed to. 

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS 
OF 1970 

The Senate continued with the consid
eration of the bill <H.R. 17550) to amend 
the Social Security Act to provide in
creases in benefits, to improve computa
tion methods, and to raise the earnings 
base under the old-age, survivors, and 
disability insurance system, to make im
provements in the medicare, medicaid, 
and maternal and child health programs 
with emphasis upon improvements in the 
operating effectiveness of such programs, 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, I have no 
doubt that this motion should be tabled. 
The parliamentary situation in which we 
find ourselves at this moment is that we 
have several hundred committee amend
ments. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, may 
we have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. 

The Senator from Louisiana may pro
ceed. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, we have 
agreed to one amendment, which is an 
amendment to strike the table of con
tents of the House bill. Assuming we plan 
to pass the Senate bill, that table of con
tents does not belong there. 

Now, we are on the next committee 
amendment, and we have been on it for 
some time. This is an amendment to 
strike and insert. We have an amend
ment pending on the insert part, the tail 
end of the amendment, which we cannot 
dispose of because a motion to table 
failed on that by a vote of about 1 to 2. 

Now we are confronted with another 
amendment, one that would be on the 
front end of the committee amendment, 
on the strike part. That is an amendment 
that we will be debating for a long time 
before it comes to a vote--if indeed it 
does come to a vote, which I doubt. 

In addition, Mr. President, the amend
ment is offered in such a way that it can
not be amended and there are at l-east 
100 different provisions that are extreme
ly controversial in the amendment. It is 
offered as an amendment to an amend
ment. 

I understand that due to the imperfec
tions in it, which cannot be corrected 
without unanimous consent-and I am 
under the impression unanimous consent 
wtll not be given-it would repeal most 
benefits under the social security pro
gram, an unintended defect. But this is 
the situation, and obviously this is no way 
to legislate. 

This matter should be brushed aside; it 
cannot become law anyway. All we are 
doing is wasting time. But in the hope 
that it might give some indication of how 
the Senate feels about the amendment, 
I move that the amendment be laid on 
the table. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, wtll the Senator withhold that? 

Mr. LONG. I withhold the motion for 
2 minutes. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. Pres
ident, I have opposed the guaranteed an
nual income proposal for reasons I think 
are valid. During the discussion of this 

bill as yet I have never been able to 
obtain the floor in my own right due 
to the arrangement from the White 
House offtimes and the minority leader
ship of the Senate that recogniti0n would 
go to those in favor of the plan. There
sult has been that none of us who have 
reasons to oppose the plan have had a 
chance to speak to point out what is 
wrong with the Ribico:ff-Bennett amend
ment. 

Our committee worked on this proposal 
for months. I would certainly hope-and 
I say this as one who opposes the amend
ment-that the Senate defeats the mo
tion to table which has been made. I 
plead with my colleagues to defeat this 
motion in the hope that we may have 
a chance to debate this matter on its 
merits. 

I think we should. I suggested a pro
cedure to get it before the Senate. Ire
spect the Senator from Louisiana. I un
derstand he is making this motion at the 
request of the White House representa
tive. I do not know what they will accom
plish by it. I am sure it will not be agreed 
to. I hope it is not, and I appeal to all 
Senators who have said they are for the 
family assistance plan and those who are 
against it to vote against the motion to 
table so that we may discuss it on the 
merits. Surely the proponents of this 
measure are not afraid to debate and 
vote on its merits. 

I thank the Senator for yielding. I am 
ready to vote. 

Mr. RffiiCOFF. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. I yield. 
Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, I ap

preciate what the distinguished chair
man is trying to do. He is trying to be 
very realistic to find out what the senti
ment of the Senate is. I respect the posi
tion of my distinguished friend, the Sen
a tor from Delaware, with whom I am op
posite on this proposal. I hope the Sen
ator from Delaware would have an 
opportunity to state how he feels with 
respect to this matter. I know he feels 
strongly against the proposal and his 
views are entitled to be heard. I hope he 
has time to explain his views. 

But personally, I shall vote against the 
motion to table because if it is presented 
it could very well be the only test by 
which the Senate can possibly be heard 
as to whether Senators are for or against 
family assistance. It would be my hope 
that the Senate would be for the family 
assistance program and could so indicate 
by voting against the motion to table. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, this will not be a test of how 
the Senate feels or would vote on the 
plan because I for one am going to vote 
against the motion to table. I know that 
I am going to vote that way and many 
other Senators are going to vote that 
way even though they are opposed to the 
bill. If a vote is what the Senate wants 
we can go ahead and vote, but it is only 
a waste of time and proves nothing ex
cept that there are those who are afraid 
to debate this fantastic proposal on its 
merits. Apparently they have very little 
confidence of their ability to defend the 

. bill. 
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Mr. LONG. Mr. President, under those 
circwnstances I do not believe we would 
have a test of how the Senate feels about 
the amendment so I am not going to 
make the motion. 

Mr. CO'ITON. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. LONG. I yield. 
Mr. COTrON. Mr. President, what the 

Senator has said makes what I was going 
to say completely nongermane. But it 
seems to me I find myself at this time in 
disagreement with my friend from Dela
ware, as much as I like him and respect 
him. 

It seems to me we have reached a point 
in this session-and we discussed this 
point very frankly when we were by our
selves-where much of what we are do
ing is utterly useless and serves no good 
purpose, and I do not care what the ex
ecutive branch says. As a matter of fact, 
it might do them some good, and it would 
not do them any harm, to send some of 
their boy scouts to sit in the galleries for 
a few hours. They might learn some
thing. Some of them have never even sat 
in galleries of State legislatures and they 
do not seem to be well versed in legisla
tive procedures. 

But whatever the executive branch 
said, and whatever the distinguished mi
nority leader feels compelled to say
and I respect him and try to follow him 
at least part of the time-the issue is 
whether we are going to spend more time 
discussing the merits and demerits of the 
so-called family assistance plan which 
has come out of the committee in one 
form, and is before the Senate in the 
form of an amendment by the Senator 
from Connecticut, the Senator from 
Utah, and others. It has all kinds of 
phases. We are just wasting our time, 
and for what? I was hoping that the Sen
ator from Louisiana would make the 
motion. 

I was hoping, whatever our feelings 
are on the family assistance plan, that 
we would vote on the question of whether 
it is sensible and whether it is going to 
accomplish anything for the people of 
the United States and for the prestige of 
the Congress to continue this way. It 
is a matter of just plain commonsense, 
which has been conspicuously lacking for 
the last few weeks. 

I do not like the idea of voting against 
a motion to table so as to conceal from 
somebody how I feel. I feel very strongly 
that whatever may be the merits of the 
family assistance plan in a different 
form-and I do not find too many merits 
in it right now-it is useless to take time 
on it now, and if the opportunity comes 
to vote on the motion to table, I am 
going to vote for commonsense procedure 
in the Senate to gain some respect from 
the people and from the executive 
branch. 

Mr. LONG. The Senator encourages 
me to make the motion. Frankly, what 
we are doing is wasting time. This wel
fare proposal is not going to become law 
as part of this bill. It will have to come 
off this bill one way or the other. All we 
are doing is wasting time until we come 
to a decision. It does not require the 
Senator from Delaware to persuade me 
that it should not be in the bill. I am 
convinced that it should not become law. 

I move that the amendment be laid 
on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the motion 
to lay on the table the Ribicoff amend
ment, No. 1169. 

Mr. LONG and Mr. HOLLAND re
quested the yeas and nays. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the motion of the 
Senator from Louisiana to lay the 
amendment on the table. On this ques
tion the yeas and nays have been or
dered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. KENNEDY. I announce that the 

Senator from New Mexico <Mr. ANDER
SON), the Senator from North Dakota 
<Mr. BURDICK), the Senator from Con
necticut <Mr. DODD), the Senator from 
South Carolina (Mr. HOLLINGS), the 
Senator from Minnesota <Mr. Mc
CARTHY), the Senator from Utah <Mr. 
Moss), the Senator from Wisconsin <Mr. 
NELSON), the Senator from Rhode Is
land <Mr. PASTORE), the Senator from 
Georgia <Mr. RussELL), the Senator from 
Maryland <Mr. TYDINGS), the Senator 
from New Jersey <Mr. WILLIAMS), and 
the Senator from Ohio <Mr. YouNG) are 
necessarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting the Senator from Rhode Is
land <Mr. PASTORE), and the Senator 
from New Jersey <Mr. WILLIAMs) would 
each vote "nay". 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I announce that the 
Senator from Nebraska <Mr. CURTIS) is 
necessarily absent. 

The Senator from Oregon <Mr. HAT
FIELD) is absent on official business. 

The Senator from Colorado <Mr. DoM
INICK) and the Senator from South Da
kota <Mr. MUNDT) are absent because of 
illness. 

Also necessarily absent are the Sena
tor from Arizona (Mr. GOLDWATER) the 
Senator from New York <Mr. JAV~Ts), 
the Senator from California <Mr. MuR
PHY), and the Senator from Texas <Mr. 
TowER) , and, if present and voting, 
would each vote "nay". 

If present and voting, the Senator 
from Nebraska <Mr. CURTIS), the Sen
ator from Colorado <Mr. DOMINICK), 
the Senator from Oregon <Mr. HAT
FIELD), and the Senator from South Da
kota <Mr MUNDT), would each vote "nay." 

The result was announced-yeas 15, 
nays 65, as follows: 

Allen 
Bellm. on 
Bible 
Cannon 
Cotton 

Aiken 
All ott 
Baker 
Bayh 
Bennett 
Boggs 
Brooke 
Byrd, Va. 
Byrd, W . Va. 
Case 
Church 
Cook 
Cooper 
Cranston 
Dole 

[No. 440 Leg.] 

YEA8-15 
Eastland 
Ellender 
Ervin 
Gore 
Holland 

NAY8-65 
Eagleton 
Fannin 
Fang 
Fulbright 
Goodell 
Gravel 
Griftln 
Gurney 
Hansen 
Harris 
Hart 
Hartke 
Hruska 
Hughes 
Inouye 

Jordan, N.C. 
Long 
Sparkman 
Stennis 
Young, N. Dak. 

Jackson 
Jordan, Idaho 
Kennedy 
Magnuson 
Mansfield 
Mathias 
McClellan 
McGee 
McGovern 
Mcintyre 
Metcalf 
MUler 
Mondale 
Montoya 
Musk1e 

Packwood 
Pearson 
Pell 
Percy 
Prouty 
Proxmire 
Randolph 

Anderson 
Burdick 
Curtis 
Dodd 
Dominick 
Goldwater 
Hatfield 

Ribicoff 
Sax be 
Schweiker 
Scott 
Smith 
Spong 
Stevens 

Stevenson 
Symington 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Williams, Del. 
Yarborough 

NOT VOTING-20 
Hollings 
Javits 
McCarthy 
Moss 
Mundt 
Murphy 
Nelson 

Pastore 
Russell 
Tower 
Tydings 
Williams, N.J. 
Young, Ohio 

So the motion to lay on the table wa.s 
rejected. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, first I want to thank my col
leagues for rejecting the tabling motion 
regardless of what their position may be 
on this bill. This at least gives those of 
us who have worked on it for a period of 
months an opportunity to explain some 
of the bad provisions in the bill and to 
point out why some of us feel that it Js 
in the best interests of our country that 
it not be enacted. 

First, there is much being said in this 
country about the need for reform. The 
administration's family assistance or 
guaranteed annual income plan has been 
sold to the American people under the 
slogan of "Workfare versus Welfare.'' 

The present welfare system has been 
recognized by all concerned as a program 
full of inequities. Secretary Richardson, 
in his testimony before the Committee 
on Finance, described the present pro
gram as a gigantic failure, and the ad
ministration's new family assistance 
plan was described as a major reform. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, may 
we have order. We cannot hear the 
Senator. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senate will be in order. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. When 
the term "reform" is used in connection 
with legislative proposals it means one 
of two things. Either it is proposed to 
take away from someone something 
which he is now receiving but to which 
he is not entitled, or it is proposed to 
give to someone something which he is 
not getting but to which he is entitled. 

While there is general agreement on 
the part of all concerned that our exist
ing welfare program is in need of major 
reform, it should be emphasized that the 
administration bill as it is now pending 
before the Senate as reported by the 
Committee on Finance, does not embrace 
reform of the existing law. In fact, the 
Secretary of HEW admitted to the Fi
nance Committee that under the parti
cular proposal now before us-and the 
authors will confirm this-not one wel
fare recipient in America, in any State 
in the Union, will receive a dime less 
than that which he is now getting under 
existing law. We therefore proceed on 
the premise that there is no reform in 
this bill, assuming there are abuses now. 
Quite to the contrary, all the inequities 
in existing law will be frozen into the 
new program plus some more bein2 
added. 

I should like to mention at this point 
just a few of the things that can hap
pen under this bill if enacted. 

One of the problems of the existing 
welfare system we hear much about is 
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the promotion and encouragement o·f 
illegitimacy and of families with genera
tion after generation on welfare. 

I should like to point out what the bill 
before us would do. This bill actually 
provides a $1,300 cash bonus from the 
Federal Government to a mother to have 
an illegitimate baby, over and above 
what would be paid if the baby were 
born in wedlock. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, may we 
have order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I cite this 
example which was called to the atten
tion of the committee. Use, for exam
ple, two welfare families . 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, a 
point of order. The Senate is not in 
order. I ask that the Chair bring the 
Senate to order. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. We 
asked the department to check how this 
bill would work in actual practice in four 
States. We picked two large States and 
two small States. The large States we 
picked were illinois and New York, and 
we picked Arizona and Delaware for the 
small States. I said we wanted to pick 
mine as well as someone else's. 

Suppose, for example, there are two 
welfare families under the provisions of 
this bill, if it passes. 

Family A has a boy 17, a girl 12, and 
a girl 6. Family B has a girl 16, a boy 11, 
and a girl 8. Each family will get welfare 
payments based upon the size of the 
family. This means that for this boy or 
girl below the age of 18 as dependents 
they will collect, first, $300 from the Fed
eral Government; they will collect a 
larger mandatory supplement from the 
State; they will benefit from medicaid 
if they need medical attention; they will 
get additional rent allowance, housing 
allowance, and so forth; they will get 
additional food stamps as a result of the 
larger dependency in each family. 

If this boy and this girl get married 
each family loses one dependent, and 
their welfare payments are automatical
ly reduced proportionately. When this 
boy and girl are married they do not get 
anything under this bill, even though 
they have no jobs or anything else for 
support. They can starve, so far as this 
bill is concerned, until they have been 
married long enough to have the first 
baby. Then they become a new welfare 
family, eligible for payments under the 
AFD program. No provision would help 
them, no matter how destitute they may 
be the first year; they have this handi
cap until they can produce the first 
child. 

On the other hand, suppose the boy 
and girl want to get married but realize 
they cannot do so financially, and the 
girl becomes pregnant. He does not marry 
her until the baby is born. Then they 
can move off and start collecting wel
fare as a family of their own, under the 
aid to dependent children. I repeat, if 
this bill is enacted, by postponing the 
marriage until the baby is bom they can 

collect a cash payment in the first year 
of $1,300 more than he can if he marries 
the girl before the baby is born. 

What kind of social bill is this where 
the Federal Government underwrites a 
proposal of paying a $1,300 bonus to 
bring that first child into this world as 
an illegitimate baby? What chance has 
that child in later life? Is that what Sen
ators want to approve. 

This situation was called to the atten
tion of the committee, and we called it 
to the attention of the Department. All 
the Department said was, "We'll correct 
it next year." I say correct it before you 

pass this bill. I will not support any bill 
that will pay a cash benefit on the part 
of the Federal Government, a premium 
of $1,300, to have an illegitimate baby, 
more than they would if it is born in holy 
wedlock. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed at this point in the 
RECORD the table furnished by the com
mittee and the staff, approved by the 
Department, relating to the problem of 
illegitimacy. 

There being no objection, the table was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

SELECTED CASES : FEDERALLY SHARED WELFARE BENEFITS UNDER ADMINISTRATION REVISION 

Phoenix, Wilmington, 
Ariz. Del. 

All persons unemployed, no income other than welfare: 
1. Welfare benefi ts to 2 families, each headed by a woman: 

Chicago, 
Ill. 

New York, 
N.Y. 

2,208 12, 172 I 3, 252 14, 032 Family A-boy 17, girl12, and girlS _________________ 
Family 8-girl 16, boy 11, and girl 8 __________ __ _____ 2,208 12,172 13,252 14,032 

TotaL ________________________ ___________ --- __ -- 4, 416 4, 344 6, 504 8, 064 

2. Welfare benefits to same families if boy 17 marries girl 16 
and establ ishes separate household : 

1, 836 12,004 12, 964 13, 408 Family A ________ --------- ____ ____ -------- --- - ----
1, 836 12,004 12, 964 I 3,408 Family B ____ ________________________ _____ _____ __ _ 

Family C-boy 17 and girll6 ____________________ ___ (2) (2) (2) (2) 

TotaL __________________ -_- __ --------- - ----- - --- 3, 672 4, 008 5, 928 6, 816 

3. Welfare benefi ts to same families if boy 17 ma rries girl 16 
after she has had a baby: 

1, 836 12, 004 12, 964 13, 408 Family A ___ __________ __ __________________________ 
1, 836 12, 004 12, 964 13, 408 Family 8 __ ___ _______ _________ ____ -- ____ -- _-- --- __ 
1, 300 11,300 11, 300 1 1, 300 Family C (with baby) ____ __________________________ 

TotaL ____ ______________________________ _ ---- ___ 4, 972 5, 308 7, 228 8,116 
Increase over case 2--- --------------- - ------------------- 1, 300 1, 300 1, 300 1, 300 

1 El igible for medicaid, surplus food, and housing. 
2 Eligible for food stamps. 

Mr. Wn.LIAMS of Delaware. It is 
clearly evident that the bill has been im
properly labeled as a reform package. 
For example, this bill does not correct 
the problems of existing law whereby 
family breakups are encouraged. 

Under this bill, suppose a family is 
living together-an unemployed father 
and mother and four children. If the 
father and mother will separate, either 
because of problems or by mutual agree
ment--perhaps only moving across the 
corridor in separate apartments-they 
then become two families eligible for 
welfare, instead of one. 

This is the bonus in welfare which 
they as a group collect as the result of 
split families. 

In Phoenix, Ariz., under the adminis
tration's plan they will get $936 more 
by living as a split family than if they 
live together. They can visit across the 
corridor, and if an additional child is 
born it can go on the welfare rolls. 
Everything is taken care of. But they 
collect more welfare if they live in sepa
rate apartments. 

In Wilmington, Del., they will collect 
an extra $1,104 in assistance under this 
bill by splitting the family. They can col
lect $1,104 in benefits more than they 
can if the family stays together. 

In Chicago, m., as a split family they 
will collect $2,064 more in assistance. 
Think of it--$2,064 more benefits under 
the bill of the administration if the hus
band will desert, take two children, and 
leave the wife two children. 

Is this the kind of reform that the 
Congress wants? 

In New York a welfare family will col
lect a higher premium on family split
ting; they collect $2,508 more as two fam
ilies than if they live as one family. They 
can collect that every year under this 
bill if they will just separate--the hus
band taking part of the children and the 
wife taking the other children. Again, it 
is claimed that that is reforming the 
existing law. I challenge anyone to say 
that that is reform. I say that this is 
making a farce of the situation and think 
what this does to these children. 

As to the unemployed father, they 
claim to have corrected that under this 
Ribicoff-Bennett plan, but I am not sure. 
I understand that the Ribicoff-Bennett 
amendment is intended to correct that 
point, and I will withhold comment un
til I have had it fully analyzed; I will 
pass over that point for the moment. 

The pending bill cannot be labeled un
der the guise of reform in any way, 
shape, or form. 

This bill should not pass until correc
tions have been made. 

I think that these problems are why 
a majority of us have· opposed this bill 
in committee. We have had three differ
ent votes in the committee. Once the bill 
was unanimously sent back to the De
partment for revision. They brought back 
practically the same package. The House
passed bill was rejected by a vote of 14 
to 1 on a rollcall vote in the Finance 
Committee. They had another vote 1n 
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the committee, in which the bill as re
vised was rejected by 10 to 6. But each 
time the Department comes back and 
wants another vote. All they want is a 
vote. Is it not time someone thought 
about a reform of our welfare system in
stead of about the votes involved? 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 
Mr. TALMADGE. Does the Senator re

call what particular revision of this plan 
it is, from HEW? Is it six or seven? How 
many different versions of this plan has 
the Department submitted? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. It is at 
least six. I have lost count and I under
stand the present bill was revised again 
yesterday at the suggestion of the ad
ministration just a few minutes before 
the Senate convened. 

Mr. TALMADGE. I have lost count, 
also. It has been six or seven. 

The Senator will recall the time just 
prior to adjournment, when we had are
cess for the elections, when the Under 
Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare came in with a stack of amend
ments, about 12 inches high, that no 
member of the Finance Committee had 
ever seen, and no member of the Finance 
Committee knew what was contained in 
there. He insisted on the Finance Com
mittee voting at that particular time on 
a stack of amendments they had never 
seen. Does the Senator recall that? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is 
correct. The bill as proposed consisted of 
approximately 400 or 500 pages and was 
only delivered to the offices of Senators 
about 5 :30 the night before. 

Mr. TALMADGE. I never got mine. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I did not, 

either, until about 20 minutes before the 
committee met. 

We walked in, and the Department 
said, "All we want is a vote." The com
mittee gave them a vote and rejected 
it by a margin of 10 to 6. 

Now we are told the Department wants 
another vote in the Senate even though 
they accept the fact that it cannot get 
cleared in a conference before adjourn
ment. 

Mr. TALMADGE. The Senator bas 
been in the Senate 24 years. Has he ever 
seen such irresponsibility as that during 
that period of time? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Never. 
And I hope it will be 24 years before it 
is repeated. 

Mr. TALMADGE. So do I. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. As the 

Senator knows, that vote was on the eve 
of the adjournment, just before the re
cess for the election. As I recall, it was 
just a few days before. The committee 
soundly rejected that proposal. The com
mittee did not have any idea what it 
was, and by unanimous vote, as I recall 
it, we instructed the staff to analyze the 
b111 which the Department had sent 
down to us that morning. We had never 
seen it before. We instructed the staft 
to send each member of the Finance 
Committee to our homes during the 
recess an analysts and a copy of the bill
to get it printed and send each a copy 
and an analysis--in order that we could 
study it, so that when we came back 

into session in November our Committee 
would be ready to proceed 1n an orderly 
manner and to vote intelligently for or 
against it. 

I have here a letter sent by Mr. Vail 
of the staff of the committee, which I 
will put in the RECORD, that he sent to 
me and the other members of the com
mittee on October 26. This was after the 
recess. I read the letter dated October 26, 
1970: 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE, 

Washington, D.C., October 26, 1970. 
Hon. JOHN J. WILLIAMS, 
Millsboro, Del. 

DEAR SENATOR WILLIAMS: You will recall 
that during executive session of the Finance 
Committee on Tuesctp,y, October 13, Mlr. 
Veneman, Under Secretary of the Department 
of Health, Education and Welfare, submitted 
to the Committee a revised version of the 
Family Assistance Plan and urged that the 
Committee vote on it before the recess. 

The revised plan, described as a "core" bill, 
covers more than 150 pages. The Committee 
felt that a major amendment of such pro
portions should be carefully studied before 
a vote was taken. Therefore, it directed the 
staff to publish the "core" bill, related 
amendments, and supporting tables, docu
ments, and charts to be prepared by the 
Depwrtment and submitted to the Commit
tee. It was the Committee's instruction that 
this material together with an analysis pre
pared by the staff of the Committee be for
warded to each member of the Committee 
at his home during the recess. In this way 
all of the members would have an oppor
tunity to study the Administration's most 
recent welfare proposal before the Commit
tee reconvenes in November. 

I had hoped that the printing job and 
the staff analysis could have been completed 
before now. The staff analysis of the Oc
tober 13 version has been completed. Un
fortunately, the Department apparently is 
making further revisions in the material sub
mitted on October 13. Although the version 
presented to the Committee has been set in 
type, the Department has not completed its 
proofreading task-apparently because of the 
additional drafting and rewriting they are 
undertaking. It would seem to serve no useful 
purpose to send you the staff analysis if the 
"core" b111 we have analyzed is still being 
changed by the Department. 

I wanted to let you know why we have not 
yet complied with the Committee's instruc
tion to promptly forward the printed material 
to the members at their homes. 

Sincerely, 
ToM VAIL. 

Mr. Vail apologizes for the fact that 
he could not get the information from 
the Department to complete the analysis. 

A second letter from Tom Vail, chief 
of staff, dated November 5, states that 
the material has just been received. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that this letter be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON FINANCE, 

Washington, D.C., November 5, 1970. 
Bon. JoHN J. WILLIAMs, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR WILLIAMS: I am enclosing 
a copy of the Administration's revised revi
sion of H.R. 16311, the Family Assistance 
Act of 1970. 

You will recall that Under secretary John 
Veneman of the Department of Health, Edu-

cation, and Welfare submitted a revised re
vision of the bill to the Committee during 
its executive session on October 13 and asked 
that the Committee vote on the new version 
of the bill. Instead of voting on the new 
version at that time, the Committee decided 
that it should be printed, together with 
other materials prepared by the Department 
and an analysis by the stair, and sent to 
members of the Committee during the recess. 

The enclosed Committee Print represents 
this document. A brief analysis with com
ments, tables and charts prepared by the 
Committee staff 1s printed on blue paper at 
the beginning of the document. This is fol
lowed by materials prepared by the Depart
ment, the text of the Department's revised 
revision, and additional amendments pre
pared by the Department for possible Com
mittee consideration, all printed on white 
paper. 

If you have a copy of the bill submitted 
by Mr. Veneman on October 13, you w11l note 
that the Department's latest version of the 
bill differs in a number of respects from the 
October 13 version due to the changes made 
by the Department fairly continuously be
tween that date and the date of final print
ing. Unfortunately, it was this continual re
vising which prevented us from printing the 
document and forwarding it to you sooner. 

Sincerely, 
ToM VAIL. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, in the November 5 letter he 
said he had just received the informa
tion, and yet they came before the com
mittee on October 13 with a 150-page 
package which they wanted us to vote 
on without reading. It took the Depart
ment another month to get back to the 
committee a printed version. 

This is the kind of confusion and lack 
of cooperation that has been existing in 
the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare. I know there is confusion 
in the Senate, too, but I do not have any 
idea of what must be going on down 
there. I will say this: neither does any
one else connected with that Department. 
I have never seen such irresponsible 
management or lack of knowledge as to 
what is going on as exists in that De
partment. Department officials came be
fore our committee, and never have I seen 
witnesses coming before a committee rep
resenting an executive department who 
knew so little about the proposal they 
were asking Congress to adopt. I was 
present on one occasion when it ap
peared the former Secretary of Health, 
Education, and Welfare had not even 
read the bill and did not have the slight
est idea what it was all about. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Delaware yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 
Mr. TALMADGE. Does not the Sen

ator recall when Secretary Finch came 
before the committee and attempted to 
present a bill, and the distinguished 
Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. HARRIS) 
dressed him down and told him that 
was the poorest presentation he had 
ever seen anyone present to a committee 
of the U.S. Senate since he had been 
a Member of this body. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I do re
member it. I have that very quotation by 
the Senator from Oklahoma <Mr. HAR
RIS) in front of me. Let me quote it: 

With all due respect, gentlemen, I belleve 
this is the most m-prepared presentation 
that I have seen since I have been 1n the 
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Congress of the United States. I am really 
amazed that some of these very simple 
questions do not get a very quick and easy 
response--such things as just asked a min
ute ago about medicaid, and the questions 
I asked yesterday about the day-care costs. 
It seems to me that th06e are things which 
ought to have been easlly available, because 
they ought to have been thought out 1n ad
vance when you put this plan together. 

Mr. President, that opinion was the 
unanimous sentiment of the Finance 
Committee. After that miserable presen
tation had been made it was so apparent 
that the Department did not know 
what the bill was all about that the com
mittee interrupted the hearings and 
called an executive session. The Secre
tary of the Department of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare was called in and 
asked to go back and rewrite the bill. 
Meanwhile we suspended the hearings 
until HEW could report back and we 
could at least find out what was in the 
bill. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will the 
Sen&tor from Delaware yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 
Mr. STEVENS. Is the Senator referring 

to Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare Richardson? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. No, to 
former Secretary Finch. 

Mr. STEVENS. Secretary Finch. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes. 
Mr. STEVENS. Was the comment the 

Senator from Oklahoma <Mr. HARRIS) 
made concerning Secretary Finch or Sec
retary Richardson? 

Mr. Wll.aLI.AMS of Delaware. It was 
made at the time Secretary Finch was 
the head of HEW. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, may 
we have order in the Senate? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
FANNIN). The Senate will please be in 
order. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, for the information of the 
Senate, that quotation by the Senator 
from Oklahoma appears in the com
mittee hearings which are on Senators' 
desks under the date of April 30, 1970. 

Mr. STEVENS. If the Senator will yield 
additionally, briefly, it appears that the 
Senator has made some rather broad 
statements regarding the ability of these 
two men who have been Secretaries of 
Health, Education, and Welfare in the 
period that I have been here. I am sort 
of amazed to hear such a broad state
ment being made, coming from my good 
colleague from Delaware, concerning 
either of these gentlemen. I wonder 
whether the Senator could tell me how 
this occurred, how they happened to 
get so many versions of the bill? Was it 
because of the complete reticence on the 
part of the Finance Committee to con
sider the bill at all in the first instance? 
What led to the many versions that the 
bill has gone through? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. If any
one bas the answer to that question, 
I would appreciate hearing it. I do not 
have the answer. The committee sched
uied very promptly the hearings on this 
proposal. The committee has tried to 
work diligently with the Department, but 
each time we kept getting some reason 

why the Department had to ask for more 
time. 

It definitely was not the committee's 
fault that the Department kept changing 
its mind. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Delaware yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 
Mr. LONG. Inasmuch as it has been 

suggested that the Finance Committee 
was dragging its feet, I would like to point 
out that the hearings were scheduled by 
the committee the day after the House 
passed the bill, to begin within 2 weeks 
of House passage. It was at the request 
of the Secretary of Health, Education, 
and Welfare that the hearing was post
poned, but when he did come before the 
committee and questions were asked, the 
kind of things that have been discussed 
here in this Chamber, the answers 
showed how Ul-considered the bUl was at 
that point. 

The Senator from Oklahoma <Mr. 
HARRis) said that was the poorest pres
entation he had ever heard on any major 
piece of legislation. He said that he had 
come prepared to support it but he had 
heard the rumor that the administra
tion was planning to scuttle the bill in 
the committee and perhaps that was why 
there was such a poor presentation by 
the administration witnesses. The Secre
tary denied. that it was intentional. He 
said that> no one could have contrived 
such a scenario as had been witnessed 
there that day, that no one could have 
contrived to give a presentation that was 
made so poorly. -

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is 
correct. 

I would like to dispel the thought that 
the Finance Committee is responsible for 
the bill's being before the Senate at this 
late date. The question has been asked, 
how come so much delay in considera
tion of the administration's family assist
ance plan, implying that this delay was 
entirely the result of dilatory action on 
the part of the Finance Committee. Let 
me make the record straight on that. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator from Delaware yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 
Mr. HANSEN. In an effort to shed some 

light on this question further, as posed 
by the distinguished Senator from 
Alaska <Mr. STEVENS) , let me suggest 
possible reasons why so many different 
revisions were made of a plan. I as
sumed that it must have been scrutinized 
and studied, and must have been pre
pared and followed with diligent efforts. 
I would hope that the HEW would not 
have come before Congress with a plan 
that had not been considered and 
scrutinized and examined from every 
angle, because we are aware that with 
respect to medicare and medicaid, every 
time an actuarial study has been made 
of these programs, the cost has increased. 
The cost that will result from their con
tinued implementation as compared with 
the revenues that are intended to fund 
them, indicate that over a period of 25 
years, those two programs will be $216 
billion in the red. 

Now with that experience behind it, I 
cannot think that the HEW would have 
come forward without having a con-

sidered plan. But while these may have 
been many revisions-! have forgotten· 
how many-! can only say to my good 
friend from Alaska that as we examined 
the proposals in the family assistance 
program, against the, backdrop of the 
goals that the President hoped to obtain 
through welfare reform it just did not 
seem that the proposal accomplished the 
objectives the President had in mind. 

The incentives that would encourage 
people to move from welfare into the 
private sector of the economy as working 
citizens could not be identified. 

As the distinguished Senator from 
Delaware has pointed out and as the dis
tinguished Senator from Georgia has 
pointed out as well, on different occa
sions, in the city of New York, a working 
mother with four in the family-a 
female head of the family with !our per
sons, if that mother were to take ~the 
benefits that are available to her as a 
resident of the State of New York, living 
in New York City, taking advantage of 
public housing, and if she got low
income supplements which would be 
available to everyone in the Statei if she 
took advantage of medicaid- and medi
care, if she used available food stamps, 
and took advantage of the sueh o~her 
programs available there, she, without 
working at all, could have the equivalent 
of $6,210.000 income per year. 

But if she went out and took a job and 
went off welfare and moved into the type 
of activity that the President of the 
United States has called for in this bill" 
and was to find employment and earn 
through that employment $7,000 a year, 
she would be $1 poorer by working and 
earning $7,000 a year than she would be 
if she had not turned a hand. 

I think this is the sort of questioning 
that came about in the Finance Com
mittee that may have caused our good 
friends at HEW to come forward with no 
less than seven revisions. 

I can say this. I do not know. I am 
speculating. I do not know what was in 
their minds. All I know is that when the 
members of the committee started to ex
amine the bUl and got to probing and 
questioning, along with the distinguished 
chairman of the committee, it seemed as 
though the bill did not accomplish what 
it was supposed to accomplish. 

I am in complete accord with the 
President of the United States. I want 
welfare reform. I want to give the people 
of this country an opportunity to go to 
work and to give them some incentive 
to go to work. 

I do not believe this bill accomplishes 
that. I am delighted that we reJected the 
motion to table. I do not suspect the dis
tinguished chairman of the committee 
had his heart in it when he proposed it. 

I believe that he, too, shares the feel
ing that we ought to understand this, we 
ought to realize that this is a charade, 
tliat the bUl does not accomplish what 
we might hope that it would accomplish. 

Mr. President, I have spoken longer 
than I should have. But I would like to 
say to my good friend, the Senator from 
Alaska, that I do not know why HEW 
came up with seven di1ferent plans. It 
seemed as though every time we started 
finding fault and picking their plan 
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apart to show what was wrong with it, 
they would then come in with a new 
set of charts. 

Is that correct? 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr 

President, the Senator is correct. 
I would like to call attention to the 

chart in the rear of the Chamber. It 
shows how this bill, if executed, would 
work. 

Much has been said to the effect that 
this bill only provides $1,600 for a family 
of four. Everyone asks, "What are you 
complaining about? That is a very small 
amount for a family of four." 

I agree. But the $1,600 is only the 
beginning. This $1,600 direct Govern
ment payment automatically triggers in 
these mandatory supplementary pay
ments which are outlined on the charts 
in the rear of the Senate Chamber. 

These are the mandatory payments to 
the family in addition to the $1,600 from 
the Federal Government. In New York 
this $1,600 payment triggers in $2,156 
additional State supplement payments, 
which are 70 percent Federal participa
tion. This brings the family's cash in
come to $3,756, tax-exempt; but that is 
not all. 

In addition to that they can get food 
stamps with a value of $312. 

The food stamp bonus was $312. Then 
there are medicaid benefits for this fam
ily which cost on an average of $1,153 
annually, plus another $989 in rent sup
plements or public housing. This is a 
total of $6,210 for this family of four in 
New York City. 

Suppose the city letter carrier that is 
delivering this welfare check has a fam
ily of four. His income is taxable, and 

after he pays taxes he has $6,209 left, 
or $1less by working and earning $7,000 
a year than the same size family gets 
if on relief. 

Is that a work incentive? That is what 
is called a work incentive program under 
the administration's bill. It is an incen
tive for what? It is an incentive to go 
on welfare and to quit work. 

Let us examine this New York chart 
further. If they earn $1,000, they would 
have after taxes $6,746 in money and 
benefits in kind. If they earn $7,000 the 
family of four, after taxes, will have 
$6,209 left, or $1 less than if they re
mained on welfare. 

In other words, they talk about a 
training program to train a man or 
woman to improve his or her earning 
capacity. Suppose the head of this fam
ily is earning $6,000 and goes to a train
ing school and gets promoted to $7,000 
a year; he has $1,300 less income than 
he would if he had spit in the boss' eye 
and never gotten the promotion. He 
would have $7,512 in cash and benefits 
under this bill if he earned $6,000 a 
year, but if he earns $7,000 he drops 
back to $6,209 after taxes. · 

Suppose a plant is operating with em
ployees on a $7)000 wage base, and the 
union leader sits down and negotiates 
an increase to $8,000. If the manage
ment agrees to raise their salaries to 
$8,000 a year average, each worker would 
have $6,781 after taxes. That is for a 
family of four. That is the result if they 
get an increase of $1,000, or a raise 
from $7,000 to $8,000. But if their union 
is on the job and will consult with the 
management and say, "Now, boss, in-

stead of raising these salaries for your 
employees $1,000, cut them all back to 
$6,000." The employee with a family of 
four earning $6,000 would have after 
taxes $7,512 in cash and benefits in 
kind, an increase of $1,300 over what he 
would have if he continued to earn 
$7,000. 

Is that the kind of work incentive 
program that Senators want to approve? 
That is not the kind of incentive that I 
support. This bill if enacted will pay a 
premium to the man who slides back 
into welfare. 

The so-called work incentives are in 
reverse. I have been here in Washington 
for 24 years. I have never had Potomac 
fever yet. I hope I do not get it before 
I leave if such a proposal as this is the 
result. 

We had the- department check these 
examples for four States. We did not ask 
them to check the 50 States, but I asked 
them, "Do you have any reason to think 
that if you check any one of the other 
46 States the result would be different?" 

They said, nno." The answer was em
phatic, so we accepted these statistics 
as a national pattern. 

We told them that if they had any 
other State that would come up with a 
better showing for their so-called work 
incentives program we would like to 
have it. They did not have it. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that this chart relating to how this 
bill if enacted would work in New York 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the tabula
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

BENEFITS POTENTIALLY AVAILABLE TO 4-PERSON FEMALE-HEADED FAMILIES IN NEW YORK CITY, N.Y. 

Total 
average 

medicaid 

Earnings 
FAP 

benefit 
State 

supplement 

Total gross 
money 

income 

Federal, 
State, and 

social security 
taxes 

Current 
schedule 

food 
stamp bonus 

payment to Total net 
AFDC family money in kind 

Total 
net money 

and in kind 

o_______ _____ __ __ __ ____________ $1, 600 $2, 156 $3, 756 ---------- - ----- $312 $1,153 $5,221 $989 $6, 210 
6, 691 
6, 746 
6,944 
7,141 
7, 324 
7, 423 
7, 512 
6, 209 
6, 781 

$720 ______ ___ __ ____ __ __________ 1, 600 2, 156 
$1,000__ ___ ____________________ 1, 460 2,109 

4, 476 $37 288 1, 153 
4 , 569 52 288 1, 153 

5, 880 811 

f~:888= = ==== == = ================ ~~g f: j~~ 
$4,000 _--- -- ------ ------ - ------------------- - -- 1, 587 

4, 902 104 288 1, 153 
5, 235 156 288 1, 153 
5, 587 237 288 1, 153 

5, 958 788 
li, 23.9 705 
6, 520 621 

~:888: =============================== ========= 
1
' ~~~ 

6, 016 460 288 1, 153 
6, 459 703 288 1, 153 
7, 000 971 ------------- ---- --- ---- -- - -- -- -

6, 791 533 
6, 997 426 
7, 197 315 $7 ,ooo _____ ____ __ ________ ___ ____________ ___ __ ___ ___ ___________ _ 

$8,000.------ -- - - -- ------- - -- - --------- --- - - - --- - --- - ------ -- - - 8,000 1, 219 -- - -- ----- - ------- - - --- - -- ----- -
6, 029 180 
6, 781 ---- - ------- ----

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Now, to 
get back for just a moment to how this 
bill has been handled by the Finance 
Committee. Surely it took time. It took 
a lot of time. I have spent more time 
on this bill than I have on any other 
bill that has ever been before the Fi
nance Committee. 

The bill was first recommended by the 
President on October 2, 1969. The Ways 
and Means Committee reported it on 
March 11, 1970. It passed the House on 
Aprll16. 

I might say that when the President 
first sent this proposal down I endorsed 
it. I thought it sounded like a great plan. 
That was before we analyzed the bill. 

Mr. President, before I proceed fur
ther I would like to make one point very 
clear. My criticism of this bill is in no 
way directed at the author of the pend-

ing amendment, the Senator from Con
necticut, because he has been most co
operative. He has worked hard to try 
to get a realistic program. 

But the Senator from Connecticut 
wanted this tested first. As of January 
1970 there were 10,436,197 people on re
lief in this country. 

If this bill is enacted this number 
will increase to 23,784,300, or more than 
double, and there is no reform as to cor
recting abuses under existing law. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield 
first to the Senator from Connecticut 
and shall then yield to the Senator from 
Georgia. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, the 
Senator is correct. This is a very compli
cated amendment. 

There are still many doubts in my 
mind. I do not feel so self-confident that 
I have all the. answers. I know from long 
experience that human nature does not 
always conform with what the social sci
entists may present in a legislative act. 
That is why I was so anxious to have a 
pilot program. 

My feeling is that before this plan 
should ever go into e:trect, there should 
be a pilot program. The Ribico:ff-Bennett 
proposal contemplates a pilot program 
that gives an opportunity to determine 
what is right and what is wrong with this 
legislation. 

That would give us an opportunity be
fore July 1, 1972, to make whatever cor
rections have to be made. I believe the 
basic plan is a good one. 

My feeling is that within the thinking 
of the Senator from Delaware, the ma-
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jority leader, the minority leader, and 
myself, we could work out a proposal, if 
we were allowed to work it out, to allow it 
to come before the Senate before Tues
day night. 

Personally, I am ready to vote on any 
type proposal at any time. I would like 
a test vote. As I have discussed with the 
distinguished Senator from Delaware, I 
believe there are vehicles by which we can 
achieve the result we desire and the re
sult the President desires and also which 
the Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare desires, without casting any as
persions or reflections on the majority 
party or any member of the minority 
party who may disagree. 

There are great complications here, 
and as men of good will we should recog
nize the realities of the legislative situa
tion and work out a series of actions 
which would inure to the benefit of the 
people of this country and this body. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I thank the Senator. There is 
no doubt in my mind that a plan could be 
developed. What the Senator has said 
does not change the fact that weeks 
would pass before we could get adequate 
information in the committee. The De
partment should have worked with us, 
but we did not lu'.ve the cooperative spirit 
we should have had from the executive 
branch. Each time I sat down for nego
tiations I was told, "Yes, I am glad to 
negotiate with you if you will vote for 
the plan as it is." 

They closed their minds to any loop
holes we exposed and seemed to resent 
any form of criticism of their original 
proposal. 

Mr. President, that is not the way to 
negotiate. There are problems in con
nection with the existing welfare system. 
One of the greatest needs confronting 
this country is the reform of the existing 
welfare system. I said that years ago. The 
Senator from Connecticut and I were 
res}>Onsible for committee hearings which 
began an examination of some of the 
problems in the medicaid program with 
the thought of putting together a reform 
package. 

I do not recall a single proposed revi
sion or correction of the medicaid pro
gram which was not mutually agreed 
upon by the Senator from Connecticut 
and me. I do not recall a single disagree
ment we had during all the time in try
ing to make revisions in that program. 
I think a correction of these loopholes 
which I am outlining here could have 
been achieved had we had similar coop
eration from the executive branch. I may 
disagree with the Senator from Connect
icut on the wisdom of enacting this leg
islation first and working it out later, 
but we can disagree as gentlemen, and 
I think we coulcl have sat down and 
worked out a solution here if the admin
istration had not been so adamant on its 
position. This bill would double the wel
fare rolls in this country before we get 
reform. 

On March 25, while the blll was pend
ing in the House, I inquired of the Sec
retary of Health, Education, and Welfare 
and asked for a statistical analysis of the 
bill as reported by the House committee 
with specific emphasis on the amonnt of 

payments to be made to recipients in the 
two largest States and the two smallest 
States. It was on my suggestion that the 
Committee on Finance insisted on this 
information before we opened hearings. I 
wanted to know what Joe Doakes and 
Tom Doakes would get, not just a politi
cal speech. The request was filed on 
March 25, and it was not until 9 :3{) p.m. 
on April 28, the evening before Secretary 
Finch was to testify, that the material 
was received. During the testimony of 
Secretary Finch the chart showing the 
statistical analysis of the bill was pre
sented to the committee by Secretary 
Finch and his associates, and the mathe
matical result of this legislative proposal 
as shown by the charts shocked both the 
committee members and the Department. 

The information I requested through 
the Committee on Finance was that all 
existing data dealing with welfare be 
taken into consideration and what the 
etfect would be, assuming the bill were 
passed by the Senate in the form it had 
been passed by the House. I wanted to 
know how much welfare recipients in 
four selected States would receive. I shall 
discuss the charts in detail later. The re
sult of the first bill was even more glar
ing that it is on these second charts 
shown here today. -

After the charts were submitted the 
committee called the Secretary back in 
executive session and unanimously
Democrats and Republicans--suggested 
we should suspend hearings and cancel 
until the Department went back and 
prepared a revised bill. 

I have already quoted Senator HARRIS' 
comments. The department returned the 
bill to the Committee on Finance in five 
installments beginning June 11. The final 
amended version was delivered to the 
committee on June 23, 1970, or a little 
over a month after it had been sent back. 
A couple of days prior to that date we 
were advised that Secretary Finch had 
resigned and that the new Secretary ot 
Health, Education, and Welfare was to 
be appointed. This delayed the commit
tee hearings upon the request of the De
partment so that the new Secretary, Mr. 
Richardson, could be confirmed and also 
so that he might have an opportunity to 
familiarize himself with the bill and pre
pare his testimony. 

The schedule was approved by the Sec
retary of Health, Education, and Wel
fare that hearings resume July 21. They 
were adjourned 2 days later, on July 23 
at the request of the Secretary, in the 
midst of his testimony, so that he could 
take a weekend trip with a presidential 
party goint out west. Hearings resumed 
on July 28. 

Mr. President, 11-fter the hearings 
resumed the Secretary of Labor came 
down to testify, and he .too asked for an 
adjournment of a week because he was 
scheduled to appea,r at the Governors' 
conference. The committee complied 
with his request for a postponement. 

Mr. President, I have pointed this out 
to show that the delay was not our com
mittee's fault. 

Now I would like to mention how thiS 
bill if enacted would affect my State. I 
wish to call the attention of Senators 

to the chart in the rear of the Chamber. 
The first charts had even more glaring 
inequities. We have had so many charts 
and changed bills that it is hard to keep 
them separate. 

The chart will show that under this 
bill a family of four would receive $1,600; 
that is, $500 each for the first two mem
bers and $300 for each child. In addi
tion to this $1,600 there is the $188 State 
supplement, the food stamp benefits 
totaling $828, as well as the medicaid 
and housing benefits. Under this bill this 
family of four would get $3,775 in cash 
and benefits in kind. These are all tax
exempt ·benefits. This is $447 more than 
the family would have if the head of the 
family had full-time employment at the 
minimum wage. 

If that same individual earns $5,000 
a year he would have a total in cash 
and in kind of $5,358, but if he gets a 
promotion to $6,000 he loses $57 and goes 
back to $5,301. 

Can this be called an incentive to 
work? 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, will the Senator yield for a unani-
mous-consent request? -

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 9 A.M. 
ON MONDAY AND TUESDAY NEXT 

Mr. BYRD of West Virginia. Mr. Pres
ident, I ask unanimous consent that the 
order for adjournment to Monday and 
Tuesday next, respectfully, when the 
Senate business is completed today and 
Monday be changed to recess on both 
Monday and Tuesday when the Senate 
business is completeC: today and Mon
day-until 9 a.m. each day. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS 
OF 1970 

The Senate resumed the consideration 
of the bill (H.R. 17550) to amend the 
Social Security Act to provide increases 
in benefits, to improve computation 
methods, and to raise the earnings base 
under the old-age, survivoo:s, and disabil
ity insurance system, to make improve
ments in the medicare, medicaid, and ma
ternal and child health programs with 
emphasis upon improvements in the 
operating effectiveness of such programs. 
and for other purposes. 

Mr. Mn..LER. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes. I 
shall proceed with these charts later. I 
shall yield at this time, because we can 
not get this information presented to
day. I promised to yield to some of the 
other Members. I think it is important 
that the Senate understand this plan 
and understand just what is embraced 
in it because not much has been said 
about the plan on its merits. 

In passing, I will make just this com
ment. We were told that the plan was 
endorsed by the Governors conference. 
The Governor of Missouri was before 
our committee in behalf of the Gover
nors conference, and he presented our 
committee with a resolution endorsing 
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the family assistance plan on behalf of 
the Governors conference. He said at 
that time he had supported that en
dorsement. Then he continued that he 
thought that he had discharged his duty 
as chairman of the Governors confer
ence and would like to tell us his opin
ion of the bill after he had read it. 

He went on and gave a devastating 
analysis, recommending against the en
actment of this bill. Four of the five 
Governors testified and found fault with 
the bill and said it should not be enacted 
into law until it was tested and proved. 
They ::;>ointed out the disastrous res\llts 
it would have in their States. I shall re
fer to that testimony later. 

I wanted to dispel the idea that this 
plan has been endorsed before our com
mittee by the Governors conference. I 
know Governors have wired in recently 
that they want this plan. They have been 
told how much it would benefit their 
states if they could get it. I shall dis
cuss that a little later to point out that 
this plan has been misrepresented, that 
it does not represent a saving to the 
States in their overall expenditures to 
the extent that they have been led to 
believe. In fact, the results will be a 
larger cost to the States. 

I yield to the Senator from Iowa. 
Mr MllaLER. Looking at the charts 

the Senator has had set up in the rear 
of the Chamber, I notice it is stated that 
the figures represent current law and 
medicaid. I notice that, in the example 
of Delaware, for all brackets of income 
from zero on up, the total for the medic
aid payment would be $437, but looking 
at the other chart covering New York, 
the total average medicaid payment 
would be $1,153. I was going to ask the 
Senator how such a di:fterence could 
exist between two cities. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Each 
State can set its own welfare payment 
level, and the Federal Government par
ticipates on a matching basis. The States 
can balloon its cost. Therefore, to that 
extent it is a wide-open ticket into the 
Federal Treasury on a matching formula 
basis. This bill, however, does not correct 
that open-end formula either. 

Mr. Mll..LER I appreciate the answer. 
Is it not true that that was one of the 

reasons why the Senate Finance Com
mittee indicated to the department that 
the plan as originally sent over by the 
House, which had been worked on by the 
House Ways and Means Committee, was 
defective in that it would cause a dis
crepancy which would result in a dis
incentive to work? As a result of that, 
did not the department come back to the 
Finance Committee and suggest a family 
health plan to replace medicaid in the 
case of this program? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes, and 
the officials of the department said they 
were going to come back in with a rec
ommendation that food stamps could be 
turned into cash, and I notice some of 
the representatives of the Government 
have indicated the food stamp allowance 
would be $800, raising the payments 
from $1,600 to $2,400. If that took place 
it would increase the cost significantly. 
The department also said they were go
ing to come in with a health plan next 
year. This proposed bill would become a 

part of the health plan. Payments would 
be made by the wage earners, and then 
to make that equitable they were going 
to deduct i-t from those on relief. They 
would deduct from welfare recipients a 
certain amount of withholding on their 
cash benefits in order to pay part of their 
health insurance. 

The mathematical result would be 
that if the health plan which they had 
in mind went into effect next year it 
would reduce the cash benefits proposed 
under the bill. It would mean that we 
would start them with a certain amount 
of cash this year, with broad medical 
coverage, and next year we would reduce 
that amount. 

My argument in the committee was 
why did we not take the health plan and 
the food stamp plan and all they plan to 
do and consider it all in one package. 

These welfare benefit programs are 
interrelated. 

I was amazed when the Department 
told our committee that in deciding on 
the so-called $1,600 cash plan for a fam
ily of four, they had made no effort to 
relate it as to how it would affect vari
ous programs that would be triggered 
into operation. For example, if a person 
gets State supplemental help he auto
matically gets medicaid. In New York 
a man earning $6,000 would under this 
bill get $459 State supplement. That trig
gers medicaid benefits for his family, 
which, on the average, is worth $1,153. 
If he earns just a few dollars over 
that he loses his medical insurance over
night, in one notch. We cannot correct 
those notches if we d<> not recognize that 
they exist. This man earning $6,000 dare 
not get an increase in salary to $7,000. 
If he doos he will take a cut in take
home pay of over $1,300. Yet they call 
this a work incentive program. It is the 
most diabolical incentive program for in
creased dependency on welfare I have 
ever seen presented to Congress. This is 
an incentive not to work. It is an incen
tive to pay people more not to improve 
themselves in life. If they do not go to 
work or if they do not make an effort to 
improve their present earning capacity 
they have more benefits from the G<>v
ernment. 

I have said for some time that we need 
a revision of the present welfare laws. I 
had hoped we could get thB~t reform 1n 
the last year I shall be serving in the Sen
ate. It is something we have been advo
cating for years. It is something we need 
desperately, but we do not have it here. 
I hope, regardless of the outcome in this 
debate, Congress will go ahead and re
form the welfare system. But when it 
does, it must not freeze into the new law 
all the inequities of the present law. 

Some say that politically Congress 
dare not touch existing programs. Con
gress should not freeze benefit that 
everybody is getting, and say that later 
it will enact the reform. 

To me reform is taking away from 
somebody something he is getting to 
which ne is not entitled, and the other 
side of the coin is that it would be giving 
to somebody something he is not getting 
but to which he is entitled. It takes both 
sides of the coin if we are going to re
form welfare. The administration has 
been looking at only one side; and that 

is, that it dare not reduce anybody's ben
efits, so they propose to correct it by 
bringing everybody up to these inequities. 
Once Congress does that we will expand 
and double the welfare rolls. 

I think what we need is a program that 
will give a real incentive to American 
people to get off welfare so that they will 
want to make more to bring home to 
their families. There is no way in the 
world we are going to correct our welfare 
program other than by getting one that 
will financially encourage' a man to sup
port his family. There is no other way 
to correct the present welfare system, 
which we have been perpetuating gener
ation after generation, than to give the 
father or the mother the dignity of a 
job, no matter what it is, the dignity of 
a paycheck, the dignity of coming home 
to his children with money to support 
them. 

That is the reason I say we have to 
furnish jobs. Let them earn it. Let them 
work, and encourage them to improve 
their lot in life, and by all .means en
courage them to establish families, yes, 
get married and establish their families, 
rather than pay, as I pointed out earlier, 
a $1,300 cash premium to a young cou
ple if they will have an illegitimate baby 
before they get married. It is indefensible 
to support a bill that encourages illegiti
macy and call it reform. That is not re
form; that destroys everything we stand 
for in this country-good family life. 

Mr. MILLER. Mr. President, would the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 
Mr. MILLER. I am trying to bring out 

a part of the history of the development 
of this whole thing in the Com,mittee on 
Finance, specifically with respect to med
icaid and the so-called family ,health 
plan. 

It is my recollection that at the time 
of the original hearings and the charts, 
we found this horriple discrepancy and 
these horrible disincentives in the plan, 
and then, when the department came 
back with a number of revisions, one of 
the major revisions that it had, which 
was incorporated in a series of charts, 
was doing away with medicaid and re
placing it by this family health plan, 
with a contributory feature; and it was 
on that basis that certalnly a good num
ber of the disincentives have been 
cranked out of the plan. Does the Sen
tor from Delaware recall that? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes, I do. 
Mr. MILLER. Does the Senator from 

Delaware recall that? 
Mr. wn..LIAMS of Delaware. Yes, I 

do. 
Mr. MILLER. Does the Senator from 

Delaware also recall that when some of 
the members of the committee expressed 
great interest in the family health plan, 
we were told that it would not be pos
sible for the department to prepare and 
present the legislative language for this 
plan until sometime early next year? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is 
correct. 

Mr. MILLER. And that was several 
months ago, that they said that, was it 
not? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Yes. 
Mr. MILLER. I would like to ask either 

the Senator from Delaware or the pro-



December 19, 1970 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 42759 

ponent of the amendment, the Senator 
from Connecticut (Mr. RIBICOFF). if I 
could have his attention, whether or not 
the pending Ribico:ff-Bennett amend
ment makes any provision at all for this 
family health plan. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. No. There is no provi
sion for a family health plan. As the 
Senator has stated, the administration 
proposed that at the beginning of the 
coming year, 1971, it would submit to 
the Finance Committee and to Congress 
its own health program, to take care of 
this basic need. 

I think it should be pointed out that 
under the Ribico:ff-Bennett proposal, the 
overall plan does not go into effect untll 
July 1, 1972, for the working poor and 
January 1, 1972, for others. 

Mr. MILLER. Will the Senator from 
Delaware permit a further question by 
the Senator from Iowa to the Senator 
from Connecticut? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I yield. 
Mr. RffiiCOFF. And I might add that 

any revisions that had to be made be
cause of the health provisions that would 
be presented could be revised between 
the time we come back, whenever that is, 
in January 19.71, and July 1972. I have 
had in mind all the time that somewhere 
during the course of this testing, we 
would watch the testing very carefully 
in our oversight function, to see how it is 
working out, and then, as a result of 
what we discovered in these tests, un
doubtedly we would be called on and we 
would want to initiate revisions of our 
own. 

Mr. MILLER. The Senator from Con
necticut has made a point, but he knows 
that I, and I would guess practically 
everyone else on the Finance Committee, 
thoroughly agreed as far as the testing 
program was concerned. But the Sena
tor's response seems to indicate that 
since this plan would not go into effect 
for quite a while, the Senate and Con
gress would have a chance to do some
thing about medicaid and put in a family 
health plan in the interim. I suppose if 
Congress can do that, we could also sug
gest that sometime before this whole 
thing goes into effect, Congress can do 
practically anything else with the plan 
by legislative action. 

Mr. RIBICOFF. Yes, they could. 
Mr. MILLER. If that is so, then, of 

course, that raises the natural question, 
why must we go ahead on a plan that is 
to become effective? Why not just the 
test program? 

Mr. RffiiCOFF. I think what we are 
trying to do is recognize that to put this 
plan into effect is very complicated. 
The administration has a lot of work 
to do even to get ready for July 1, 1972. 
It could not get ready for July 1, 1972 
unless it felt that there was a reasonable 
or good probability that this was going 
to become law. If we did not have the 
triggering device that this plan goes into 
effect July 1, 1972, if the tests proved 
successful, and that if Congress did not 
reject, by either House, the proposal, 
then it could not make all those plans. 
This is very complex, involving many 
people, something like 14.000 in the 50 
States and it is going to take a great deal 
of planning. 
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That is where those of us on the 
minority of the committee differed from 
the committee itself as to merely want
ing the tests; we wanted the tests plus 
a trigger that it would go into effect 
July 1, 1972. 

I think these are the safeguards 
against the fear of many who have 
doubts about this plan. I cannot quarrel 
with anyone who has doubts. I must 
confess that I have some doubts, too. 
But that is why we thought of the device 
of having the test plan, on a good basis 
in two areas. 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
Mr. MILLER. Will the Senator from 

Delaware permit a further question? 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Well, 

Mr. President, if I may interject for just 
a moment, I do not wish to monopolize 
this discussion. I am about halfway 
through my analysis of this bill. I would 
like to wait and pursue this later and 
yield the floor to other Senators, after 
yielding first to the Senator from Illi
nois, who has been waiting patiently. 
Then, I understand we are corning in at 
9 o'clock Monday--

Mr. MANSFIELD. Yes. Would the 
Senator from Illinois yield on that 
point? 

Mr. PERCY. I yield. 
Mr. MANSFIELD. Would the Senator 

from Delaware give the Senate an idea 
of about how much longer he intends to 
pursue this subject this afternoon? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I would 
like a reasonable opportunity to pursue 
it. Several Senators want to leave, and 
I think this is important enough not to 
present it to an empty Chamber. I ap
preciate the attendance we have had 
here, which has been very good. But I 
would not want to tire us out. We did 
come in at 9 this morning, and I was 
wondering if there would be any objec
tion, at the conclusion of this discussion 
and yielding around, to asking unani
mous consent that after we resume con
sideration of this bill Monday, I could 
proceed and call it the same speech. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. May I say that as 
far as the leadership on this side is con
cerned, we are perfectly agreeable to 
such a proposal, but may I also say that I 
would hope that sometime soon we 
would have the opportunity to vote on 
this proposal, in which the administra
tion has such a significant and overrid
ing interest, either in whole or in part, 
on the basis of a time limitation or on 
the basis of the agreement suggested 
some days ago by the distinguished Sen
ator from Delaware; because we ought 
to face up to it in some way or other, and 
insofar as we can, obviate the Presi
dent's expressed wish or desire or sug
gestion that if we did not face up to this 
and several other proposals, he intends 
to consider withholding his signature 
from the resolution which has passed 
both hours calling us back on January 
21. 

So I am perfectly agreeable to what 
the Senator suggests. I only wish there 
were some way we could get down to 
voting on this conglomerate bill, just so 
the Senate can dispose of it one way or 
another. 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I will 

yield in just a moment. 
I point out that the Senator fr m Mon

tana, the majority leader, has been very 
gracious and cooperative about this, and 
I will comply with either request. I can 
just take my chances to get the floor. 
I know that with a recess a Senator is 
allowed to speak twice. But I will leave it 
to the Senate as to how they want to 
proceed. I have tried not to monopolize 
the time. 

As the Senator knows, since this bill 
has been before the Senate the past 
couple of days, by a prearrangement be
tween the minority leadership and the 
White House I specifically was not recog
nized until others who were speaking for 
the plan had presented it. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Just a moment. Is 
the Senator referring to me? 

Mr . WILLIAMS of Delaware. No; I said 
the minority leadership. The majority 
leader has been most cooperative. 

Mr. MANSFIELD. I know nothing 
about that. 

Mr . WILLIAMS of Delaware. The lead
ership on our side--

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. Prediden t, will the 
Senator yield ? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I was not 
recognized before, and this was the first 
opportunity I have had to speak on this 
plan since it has been before the Senate. 

I have done a great deal of work on 
this bill. I think I am presenting some 
reasons why there are problems here and 
some valid points which I think can be 
thought about by other Members of the 
Senate. I have brought out some of them, 
and I would like them to be looked at 
over the weekend so that Senators will 
realize what they are voting on. I should 
be able to complete this analysis Monday. 

There is another point which shows 
the danger of legislating hastily on a 
program such as this. The Senator from 
Connecticut will agree with me on this 
point. I am not quarreling with the par
liamentary procedure in which this was 
brought before the Senate. It is under 
the rules of the Senate, but when Con
gress tries to legislate on the floor, prob
lems develop. 

Consider this: Suppose the Senate 
passes the Ribicoff-Bennett amendment 
as it is now before us. It is offered as 
an amendment to the Scott amendment 
in order to get it into a position which 
deals with social security increases. I as
sume Senators will vote in good faith. 
Then after that, suppose they approve 
the Scott amendment as amended by the 
Ribicoff amendment, the family assist
ance plan, which is what the administ ra
tion is asking for. So what will h ave been 
done? These amendments, if approved as 
now before the Senate, would repeal 90 
percent of the Social Security Act that 
is now on the statute books and reduce 
all those present beneficiaries to a wel
fare status. Perhaps that was not in
tended, but that would be the result. 

Mr. RmiCOFF. Mr. President, will the 
Senator y~eld? 

Mr. MANSFIELD. Mr. President, will 
the Sena tor yield? 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I will 
yield in a moment. 
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It may be an inadvertence, but the 
Senator from Pennsylvania <Mr. ScoTT) 
sent to the desk two pages numbered 8 
rather than 7 and 8. The mathematical 
result is that if Congr~ss approves these 
two proposals, for which we are asked to 
vote affirmatively, we will have repealed 
the social security benefits for every pres
ent social security recipient who did not 
establish an average monthly payroll of 
$468 a month. That means that more 
than 11 million people who are drawing 
social security benefits today would not 
get their checks after the date of enact
ment. 

Someone said it is not as bad as it 
sounds; that they are picked up under 
the family assistance program, and they 
will be eligible under the pending bill. 
Do Senators want to advocate that dras
tic step? Yet that is what we would get. 
It may be that this was a mistake, but it 
is a mistake that was discovered only 
because some of us read the amendments 
before they were voted upon. This shows 
the danger of introducing a bill or spon
soring a bill and voting for it without 
reading it. That is why I say this bill 
needs to be analyzed. I venture to say 
that very few Members of the Senate 
have read either of these amendments. 
That is understandable in the closing 
days of the session. 

There is no contradiction of this point 
as to the amendments' effect. I am not 
suggesting that our minority leader 
wants to repeal the Social Security 
Act---

Mr. MANSFIELD. It must have been 
entirely inadvertent. Any one of us could 
make the same mistake. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The 
sponsor would not have made the mis
take if he had taken the time to read it 
before he submitted it. Conceivably, had 
the Senate complied with the request 
they would have called the roll and voted 
"yea" for it. It would have been the law; 
and the Social Security Act would in ef
fect have been repealed. I am sure that 
this would have been detected before it 
became law, but it outlines the danger of 
a rush in the closing days of the session. 

I say that those points need to be ex
amined, and that is why I think it is in
defensible to propose a new bill this late 
in the session that has already been re
jected three times by the committee 
handling it. 

This afternoon, since 3:30, is the first 
time any of us who oppose this guaran
teed annual income plan have had a 
chance even to get recognized while the 
bill has been before the Senate. It is not 
the majority leader's fault. Let me em
phasize that. 

I presented a unanimous-consent re
quest to vote on this bill with all the vari
ous amendments, and there are no con
troversial amendments in this bill that 
are not mentioned by the President as 
"must" legislation. He called for enact
ment of the family assistance plan, yes, 
or the guaranteed annual income, which 
is a more appropriate name. He said he 
wanted a vote. But he also said that he 
wanted a vote on the quotas and the 
Trade Act. Both are in the same para
graph. 

I say this to the majority leader and 
others: Can they get consent to limit time 

on this bill? I tried it the other day. But 
can they get consent to vote on this bill 
now before the Senate, all the amend
ments, vote them up or down-the Trade 
Agreements and all the rest? Can they 
get that consent? The answer is "No." 

So I ask, What is proposed to be done
vote on this amendment alone and then 
stop and let them know that everybody 
is for family assistance? It is a wonderful 
name. I wish the administration had put 
"motherhood" in there. That would have 
sounded equally good, although I would 
have wanted to modify that suggestion 
and say "wedded motherhood." I do not 
want to see the Government pay a pre
mium if one has a child out of wedlock. 
Yet that is what the pending bill would 
do. Surely Senators want that corrected, 
but this bill cannot be amended under 
the parliamentary rules to correct it. We 
must vote on this bill as it is before the 
Senate. The sponsors of this bill would 
pay a cash premium to a mother to have 
a child out of wedlock. 

Also; the Social Security Act will be 
90 percent repealed under the amend
ments we are being asked to support. 

The sponsor of that amendment should 
have tried to read the amendment being 
offered. I think that would be good ad
vice to those who offer amendments the 
next time, because there is no question 
but that the amendment at the desk 
in effect repeals the Social Security Act. 

I shall refer to another provision in 
this bill, and then I will yield. This bill 
establishes welfare benefits in States, if 
it is passed, at a level substantially higher 
that is being paid to all the draftees in 
the military. That means that if this bill 
is passed the salary of these military 
personnel will be supplemented by wel
fare. For example, suppose a man work
ing in the labor force and earning $6,000, 
$8,000, or $10,000 a year is drafted into 
the military. We know the low pay he 
gets. This bill provides that his wife and 
children get part of that supplement out 
of welfare to meet the poverty level of 
payment. 

What kind of law is that where it puts 
a man who has never been on welfare, 
who prides himself that he provides for 
his family and children, and a salary as 
a soldier drafted into the service of our 
country in Vietnam-perhaps he loses 
his life-at a salary lower than the wel
fare family is to get. I proposed that the 
salaries of these military personnel be 
brought up to at least equal the amount 
that we pay the same size family on 
welfare in this country. 

I do not support a proposal under 
which we we will continue to draft men 
and send them to Vietnam at the risk 
of their lives to defend this country and 
at the same time pass a bill that says, 
"We will take care of your family. Do 
not worry about them. Do not worry 
about your children. We have a bill here 
that will automatically make your family 
eligible for welfare the day you enter the 
Government's service in the military." 

I say that that is an outrage. I do not 
think any Member of the Senate would 
have voted against an amendment to 
make sure that this soldier, who is serv
ing in our Army, can get from the com
bination of his military pay and family 
allowance the same amount of money, 

and get it as a check payable for his serv
ice to the country, so that his family 
does not have to resort to what he may 
consider to be the stigma of welfare. 

We talk about reforming the system. 
That is another inequity that should 
have been correct yet the bill before the 
Senate does not correct it. The two 
amendments before the Senate, I repeat, 
go in the opposite direction; together 
they repeal 80 percent of the social secu
rity law. Over 80 percent of those draw
ing social security benefits today would 
not be eligible for benefits on the enact
ment of this bill as it is before the Sen
ate, and as it is not subject to an amend
ment-that is, the Scott-Ribicoff-Ben
nett combination, if it is adopted. 

The administration says it is for these 
two amendments. I ask anybody in the 
administration-! ask any Senator to 
stand up and say that he would vote for 
the final passage of this bill if these two 
amendments are approved as presently 
drafted. Yet, they cannot be amended 
under the rules of the Senate. Let us 
find out where the Senate stands on 
these points. That is why I am willing 
to call the roll. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, the ma
jority leader indicated that he would 
agree to the request of the Senator from 
Delaware, if it were agreeable to the 
minority leadership. The Senator from 
Pennsylvania <Mr. ScoTT) is not on the 
floor at the moment. But I think I could 
speak for him. He did say earlier today 
that he wanted to be sure the Senator 
from Delaware had adequate time to 
make his presentation. I am sure, if he 
were here, the minority leader would not 
object to the request that the Senator 
from Delaware resume his presentation 
on Monday. 

However, I should like to point out 
that the Senator from Delaware indi
ca ted he would like to resume the floor 
at 9 a.m. I believe he may be overlooking 
the fact that at 9 a.m. the Senate will 
be considering the SST issue under a 
previous arrangement, and the Senate 
will not return to the social security bill 
until 3 p.m. 

Mr. WlliliiAMS of Delaware. That is 
what I meant. When we resume consid
eration of the amendment. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it is 
the intention of the leadership to afford 
a 1-hour period on Monday next to be 
set aside for a tribute to the distin
guished Senator from Minnesota <Mr. 
McCARTHY) who is retiring. We have 
been doing that for the past couple 
of days now. If the Senator from 
Delaware were to propound a unani
mous-consent request to be recognized, 
we would enter no objection to such re
quest, provided that it were to provide 
for time later in the day. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. That is 
right. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. As of now, we will go 
back on this at 3 o'clock on Monday af
ternoon. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I shall 
make the request that when I conclude 
today, I may resume my remarks as part 
of the same speech whenever we resume 
consideration on Monday on this same 
bill. I want to accommodate myself to 
the leadership. It is rather ironic that 
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the Senate is filibustering on another bill 
from 9 o'clock to 3 o'clock and then is 
being asked to consider this important 
legislation in the dark hours of the eve
ning. But considering what is proposed 
in the bill I can understand that. Maybe 
the sponsors do not want the light of 
day to shine on some of the inequities 
in this bill, but I assure Senators that 
with a modern lighting system some of 
us are going to enlighten them. Again, I 
do not want this to be interpreted that 
I am going to filibuster. I have been here 
24 years, and I have never taken part in 
one; and I am not now. 

All I want is an opportunity to ex
plain my views. I know that the Senator 
from Connecticut would be the :first to 
admit that this bill would not be before 
us even now if it had not been for the 
fact that I and others who oppose the 
bill made quorums and gave consent to 
meetings of the committee during ses
sions of the Congress. It would have been 
a simple matter at a.ny point to get up 
and say, "I object to the committee 
meeting." This was not done. 

I frankly did not want to have to go 
back to Delaware, having objected to this 
bill, without a chance to outline why I 
objected. I welcome this opportunity, and 
I have no fear as to the outcome of the 
vote after the Senators understand the 
bill. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I would like to say in 
addition, that if the minority leader were 
here, he would want, and I do, too, to join 
with the majority leader in his strong 
expression that we do want to get to a 
vote on this amendment. Of course, those 
in opposition should have a reasonable 
opportunity to explain their side. First 
and foremost, of course, is the Sena
tor from Delaware. But I do share the 
strong feelings of the majority leader 
that we should, after all the facts are in, 
get to a vote. 

Beyond that, it should be said, on be
half of the minority leader, that if there 
was an inadvertent error in his amend
ment, and apparently there was, it can 
be corrected. After we vote on the Ribi
coff amendment, a correcting or perfect
ing amendment to the Scott amendment 
could be offered and considered to cor
rect the error that the Senator from 
Delaware has pointed out. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. If some
one found a flaw in the amendment of 
the Senator from Connecticut we could 
not offer an amendment to correct that. 
I am merely outlining what the problem 
is. Some Members are assuring their con
stituents that they are for these so-called 
amendments. I want them to know that 
they are endorsing a proposal which 
may or may not be amended but which, 
if approved, will repeal 80 to 90 percent 
of the Social Security Act of this country. 
I will ask this question: In order to see 
when we can get to a vote could I get a 
unanimous-consent agreement now to 
limit the time on all amendments before 
us so that we know we could dispose of 
them? I offered a unanimous-consent re
quest the other day for 6 hours each to 
title III, which is the trade amendments, 
and 6 hours on the catastrophic insur
ance-! think we had that for 4 hours, 
but I would take either-and put a time 

limit on this plan for a guaranteed an
nual income. I wonder, can we get con
sent of the minority leader or the acting 
majority leader to the point that he 
could agree to a unanimous-consent 
agreement to limit time on the trade 
agreements and all amendments on this 
bill? 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I object. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

EAGLETON). Objection is heard. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I see the 

Senator from Massachusetts is on the 
floor ready to object also. I appreciate 
his position. 

Mr. KENNEDY. I did not object. 
Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. The 

Senator has no objection? Good. Then 
I renew my request--

Mr. RIBICOFF. Mr. President, if the 
Senator will yield, I will not object, but 
I would like to comment in reply to the 
Senator's remark, before a unanimous
consent request is made. As a matter of 
fact, I will join in such an unanimous 
consent being granted. But there are 
some comments I would like to make, 
if the Senator will yield to me. 

Mlf. WILLIAMS of Delaware. I am glad 
to yield. The request was made, I say to 
the Senator, but it was objected to. 

Mr. RIDICOFF. That is right, but I 
would hope there would be no objection. 
I do believe that the Senator from Dela
ware, as well as all other Senators who 
oppose the bill, are entitled to a great 
deal of time to explain their positions 
in opposition to this measure. It is com
plicated. I agree with the majocity and 
the minority leaders, and the chairman 
of the committee, and the assistant mi
nority leader that we would hope some 
time, within a reasonable time, to be able 
to vote on the Ribicoff-Bennett proposal. 
That should be voted on after adequate 
time has been given to the Senator from 
Delaware to explain his opposition. 

I notice on the news ticker that the 
President, in a meeting with the leaders 
of the minority, mentioned the fact that 
the minority had an obligation to pass 
his program. So far as I know, there is 
no opposition basically from the majority 
to taking a vote on the family assistance 
plan. Most of the opposition to taking a 
vote on the family assistance plan that 
the President seems to want so deeply, 
comes basically from his own party. 

I also want to point out-! do not have 
to defend the Senator from Pennsyl
vania (Mr. ScoTT)-that it is not true 
social security may be impaired. 

I think that there are a number of 
Senators here, to whom this matter 
should be explained. When the Senator 
from Pennsylvania put in his amend
ment, he put in a table that included 
pages 7 and 8. How it took place, no one 
knows, but the reading clerk, when it 
was presented to him, had two pages 8 
and the journal clerk had two pages 7. 
So in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, on page 
42404 appears page 7. What the distin
guished Senator from Delaware had, 
when he went up to the reading clerk, 
was page 8, indicating that pages 7 and 8 
were submitted with the amendment by 
the Senator from Pennsylvania. For 
some reason, the Journal clerk got page 

7 and reading clerk got page 8, due to 
some confusion. 

May I point out to Senators when they 
vote for the Ribicoff proposal that at 
that time, when the vote is taken, it is 
definitely intended by either the Sen
ator from Pennsylvania, myself, or any 
one of us to offer an amendment to the 
Scott amendment to correct this error. 
At that stage of the proceedings such 
an amendment will be in order-and 
such an amendment will be offered by 
the Senator from Pennsylvania-to cor
rect the situation so that we would have 
tables 7 and 8. Not one single person 
in the United States would be deprived of 
one penny of social security benefits if 
we voted yea on the Scott proposal as 
amended by the Ribicoff-Bennett pro
posal. 

I think we should make the record 
clear on that point so that if we vote 
for the proposal we are not jeopardiz
ing the rights of the social security bene
ficiaries. 

When I talked to the Senator from 
Pennsylvania about the position that was 
adopted-and which position the Sena
tor from Pennsylvania made absolutely 
clear-he said: 

Abe, in what we are doing, I want to make 
sure that we in no way jeopardize or keep 
the social security beneficiaries from receiv
ing the 10 percent social security increase 
and the $100 minimum, because I am totally 
for such a proposal. 

So, therefore, this was due to some 
inadvertance. How it happened, I do not 
know. I put the blame on no one. But 
I do want to make it clear to the Sena
tor that the social security beneficiaries 
in his State will not have their interests 
jeopardized. 

Page 35 of the Senate Manual outlines 
the procedure whereby that would be 
made possible. 

I would hope we would grant the 
unanimous-consent request of the Sen- . 
ator from Delaware. I would also hope 
that we could agree before we left the 
floor on a time certain to vote on the 
Ribicoff-Bennett proposal. The Presi
dent of the United States desires it. The 
majority and minority leaders desire it. 
I believe that a majority of the Senate 
desire it. 

Whether this vote takes place on the 
22d, the 23d, the 28th, the 29th, or the 
30th makes no difference to me. But I 
believe that the President of the United 
States is entitled to a vote. 

I would suggest this respectfully to 
the President of the United States. I do 
not think the Senate of the United States 
needs any threats. I believe we are try
ing to do our job. I resent the President 
of the United States making threats to
ward the majority because I do not be
lieve there is any other member of the 
Senate fighting harder for the Presi
dent's family assistance plan than this 
Senator from Connecticut. 

I want to say that I resent any reflec
tion cast on the majority leader or any 
Senator on this side. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I thank the Senator. I am 
certainly not casting any reflection on 
the motives of any Senators. It is very 
obvious that this is not a political issue. 



42762 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE December 19, 1970 

I am on this side of the aisle, and I am 
expressing opposition to the proposal. I 
do say that as a loyal member of the 
Republican Party I always enjoy hear
ing on both sides of the aisle eloquent 
support for the President of the United 
States and his various plans. 

It is wonderful to have such support, 
even though it may be on some bill on 
which we disagree. 

The President also said he wanted 
his trade bill. 

They are both in this same bill. They 
were both recommended in the same 
message in the same paragraph. The 
President asked for one right after the 
other. 

Suppose I renew my request at a 
later time since we are all loyal sup
porters of the President of the United 
States. I made it clear that I am going 
to vote against the proposal, yet I am 
willing to enter into a unanimous-con
sent agreement after I have had a rea
sonable time to present my views. Others 
also want to speak, and they must be 
protected. 

The same thing should be true about 
the trade agreement section. We are 
talking about the President's proposal. 
I remember the President in February 
made an eloquent plea to Congress about 
the need for the legislation dealing with 
the prospective strike of the railroads. 
Congress never acted. The President re
peated his plea time and again. Nothing 
was done. We almost had a bad situation 
develop with the strike a couple weeks 
ago. All we did was to postpone that for 
3 months. 

Why was this bill not considered? 
I think that should have been acted on. 

I would welcome a chance to vote on it. 
That bill has been before Congress for a 
long time. It has not even had the cour
tesy of committee consideration. 

I only wish that we could have had this 
enthusiasm and loyal support of the 
President's proposals before. Even though 
it is late I welcome it. 

I am willing to vote on this proposal. 
But on the other hand, there is not a 
single Member of the Senate--and if 
there is I will yield to him now-that will 
say there is any possible way under the 
parliamentary rules of the Senate, even 
if we vote on the Ribicotf amendment 
and on the Scott amendment, that it 
could ever possibly become law unless we 
vote up or down on the trade bill and on 
the welfare sections. 

If all that those who are sponsoring 
this are after is only a vote so that they 
can go home and brag to their constit
uents how they voted, that is one thing. 

I can tell the Senate how it can do that 
very easily under the rules. We can in
troduce a Senate resolution and ask for 
its immediate consideration saying that 
it is resolved that all of those voting for 
the resolution are for work incentives 
and for motherhood-perhaps I had bet
ter say wedded motherhood, because it 
would sound better back home. The Sen
ate could pass the resolution and could 
also put in the social security benefits. 
We could say that we are for a 10-per
cent increase. Why not say 20 percent? It 
sounds better, and Senators agree now 
that it will not become law anyway un-

less we break this impasse on the trade 
and welfare amendments. Congress will 
be promising something to a lot of peo
ple on the eve of Christmas that every 
Senator knows cannot pass. I will yield 
to any Member of the Senate right now 
who would say that it could. There are 
25 of us here. I will yield to any Senator 
who will stand up and explain how we 
can possibly vote on final passage of the 
bill before us even if we vote to approve 
the Ribico:ff amendment within the next 
5 minutes and approve the Scott amend
ment 5 minutes later. I would like some 
Senator to tell me how it can become law 
without facing up to the trade agree
ment and ending this :filibuster. We can
not do it. 

I do not see any takers who are wi111ng 
to say we can do it under the parlia
mentary situation. 

The Senate can vote on the proposal 
and go home and tell the social security 
recipients that they are for a 10-percent 
increase, for a 15- or 20-percent in
crease--! do not know why we should 
stop at 10 percent. Senators know they 
will not get it anyway. Why should we 
stop at $100 minimum. Make it $150. 

This bill dies at noon on January 3, 
and every Member of the Senate knows 
it. It is not going to become law even it 
we approve the Ribicotf amendment un
der the present parliamentary situation. 
I say that as far as one Senator is con
cerned I will be a party to no such po
litical hypocrisy. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that I may resume my remarks 
when the Senate resumes consideration 
of this proposal on Monday and that it be 
counted as part of this speech. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and it 
is so ordered. 

Mr. WILLIAMS of Delaware. Mr. 
President, I promised to yield to the Sen
ator from Illinois before. I forgot to do 
that. I shall yield to him and then yield 
the :floor. 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I have one 
question of the Senator from Delaware. 
My own support for the Nixon family 
assistance plan has been based primarily 
on the fact that there is built into the 
system an incentive to work. 

As I understand the Senator from 
Delaware, he has come to the conclu
sion that there is a disincentive to work 
that is greater than in the existing wel
fare plans. If that is true, I am deeply 
disturbed by the analysis he has made. 

As I have understood it, the bill has 
built-in financial incentives to work that 
are greater than under the existing wel
fare. But it does not rely solely on finan
cial incentives. It has certain other in
centives and requirements that are part 
of the plan. 

My belief that these will work is based 
upon the fact that in Dllnois for 5 years 
now we have had a requirement that a. 
man who is a. welfare recipient get train
ing. That has caused about 50,000 people 
who were on welfare to have gainful em
ployment as a result of these require
ments. 

My understanding is that the family 
assistance plan proposed by the adminis
tration does require registration for work 

training or vocational rehabilitation as 
a precondition to receiving payments; 
that it has a proved provision for direct 
referral to jobs, that it has expanded 
training opportunities, a requirement to 
accept suitable work or training, and an 
expanded child care program which 
would free mothers for work who other
wise are tied down, and enhance develop
ment of the child at the same time. 
Lastly, it provides aid to the working 
poor in removing the incentive to quit 
work for welfare. Those are all provi
sions built into the plan. 

I cannot see why there is more a dis
incentive to work under the plan than 
under welfare, where many of the pro
visions I mention do not now exist. 

Mr. WlliliiAMS of Delaware. I refer to 
the report to the committee of Novem
ber 5, page A-25, and use the example 
for Chicago, Ill. Under the present law 
there are incentives to work. This is 
an example of a four-member family 
headed by a woman and refers to the 
net retained of each earned dollar. Under 
the present law when that woman goes 
out and works, with her child in a day 
care center, she can keep 54 cents from 
each earned dollar. Under this bill, the 
administration proposal, she keeps only 
27 cents, which is one-half as much as 
under the present law. My point is that 
the incentive is cut in half. I think we 
need more incentive than there is under 
the present law. I want an incentive in 
the law where these people will be phased 
out of welfare. 

In Arizona under the present law a 
person that trains himself and wants 
to go out and get a job gets to keep 62 
cents out of the dollar, but if this bill 
becomes law he would keep 28 cents, 
which is a disincentive, compared with 
the present law. 

In my State they would keep 71 cents 
today from what they earn when they get 
a job compared with only 23 cents of that 
dollar under this bill. There is not the 
same incentive. 

In New York the cut is from 60 to 30 
cents. 

I agree with everything the Senator 
has said about the need for welfare re
form, but the Senator has spoken on the 
basis of the analysis of this bill as they 
have been describing it downtown. I have 
said I endorsed the President's recom
mendation and still endorse what he 
seeks to achieve. I will support a bill to
morrow if we can get a bill with a 
mathematical formula to achieve what he 
seeks, but this bill goes in the opposite 
direction. The problem we have is that 
when these figures and different systems 
are related to each other there is not an 
increased work incentive, as they say, but 
there is an increase in incentive not to 
work. 

For the four States that were selected 
we took two large States, Dlinois and 
New York, and two small States, Arizona 
and Delaware, as examples. If a person 
gets $6,0QO in Illinois after taxes he has 
$6,001, including the housing bonus. 
That is all the family would have left. 

If that same person earns only $1,000 
she has total cash in welfare payments 
and benefits in kind-food stamps, 
and so forth-equaling $6,197. That is 
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$196 less than 1f she earned $6,000. That 
is not an incentive. 

The Senator knows if you want an em
ployee to have incentive you give him 
a raise. It is something to work for. 

Take the State of New York. If the per
son is making $7,000, he has after taxes 
$6,209 in spendable income, but if he 
gets an increase up to $8,000-and every 
bona fide worker should try to earn 
more--he gets a net increase of $572 for 
that work. But suppose he spits in the 
boss' eye and gets his salary cut to $6,000. 
He gets a $1,303 increase. He has $1,303 
more by earning less. That is not a work 
incentive program. I know the Senator 
will agree with me. 

Take the Senator's State of Dlinois and 
the person with a $5,000 salary. He has 
expendable income including welfare, 
rent supplements, and so forth, after 
taxes of $6,867, but if he works harder 
and makes $6,000, under this bill he 
would have $6,001. That does not make 
sense. If they make $7,000 they have 
$6,508 or $359 less than if he made $5,000. 

Can this be called a work incentive 
program. The only incentive to work 
under this bill is to work to get on 
welfare. 

Those are the points I say need to be 
corrected. This person earning $5,000 
should be encouraged to train to do a 
better job, get a promotion, and move 
forward. The entire system of our coun
try is that a man can start from any 
level in life and by adapting himself and 
learning his trade, increase his earning 
capacity so that he can better provide 
for his family. But a situation is created 
under this bill where a man who wants 
to provide for his family cannot afford to 
take a $1,000 increase in salary without 
losing $800 for his family. He is put in a 
position where he has no incentive to 
improve his earning capacity. I do not 
think the Senator from illinois would 
support a bill that would do that. Surely 
that can be corrected. 

I have said repeatedly, and I know the 
Senator from Dlinois with his back
ground and experience in business will 
agree, that there is no problem that can 
be put together mathematically that 
cannot be solved mathematically if one 
sits down with the will to do it. There is 
no doubt in my mind that these notches 
can be removed. I know they can be re
moved. But a mathematical quirk or 
problem cannot be corrected unless first 
one admits and recognizes that the 
problem exists. 

Our problem has been with the Depart
ment. They are living in the clouds. They 
are out busily making speeches about 
what they want to achieve. I could take 
President Nixon's speech that he made 
endorsing this plan, and I could stand 
on the floor of the Senate and use it as 
an argument against this bill. I am 
wholeheartedly in support of his objec
tives. The Senator from illinois and 
other Senators support that objective. My 
point is that the bill before us does not 
do it. These are not my figures on the 
charts. I am not up here speaking from 
my analysis alone. That is the reason I 
wanted to take the time of the Senate 
to outline just what is wrong with this 
bill. 

These charts I am using were not pre
pared in my office. I insisted that the 
Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare prepare these charts and submit 
them to the committee with the name 
of Health, Education, and Welfare on 
them so that when I presented them to 
the Senate they would not say, "Well, 
JoHN WILLIAMS has gone nuts. It is in
conceivable and it is hard to believe that 
these notches are here in this bill." These 
are the reasons our committee by an 
overwhelming vote voted not to report 
the bill. I think it is too bad for the Sen
ate to accept when the Senate under
stands what is involved. I am not talk
ing about a filibuster. The Senate knows 
I have repeatedly tried to limit debate in 
this instance I want the Senate to know 
what is involved before it votes, but then 
to vote. I want the Senate to work its 
will, but I would not want to see the 
Senate approve a plan that could only 
expand the extravagance of our present 
welfare system. 

Let us not forget the taxpayers and 
wage earners who pay for this welfare. 

That is the reason why I personally 
think the best course for this session of 
Congress would be as follows: I think 
the President and those who support this 
proposal would be well advised to pro
ceed cautiously. I think the Senator 
from Connecticut would endorse this 
point. I am going to make the suggestion 
that this proposal be laid aside without 
prejudice and that when Congress comes 
in at the next session it take the time to 
try to work out a solution and do it 
without the administrations charging 
negligence on the part of the majority 
party or the minority party. We are not 
going anywhere if we try to turn this 
into political arguments. The question of 
whether it is a Democratic Congress 
which refuses to pass it or a Republican 
Congress which blocks it is immaterial. 
The question is, Is it good legislation 
which should be passed? 

There is no man who respects the 
President more than I do. I supported 
him long before the convention. I expect 
to be supporting him long after this bill 
is gone and, I hope, forgotten. There is 
no question about that. 

I think it is wrong to hold out the false 
hope that this is a welfare reform bill. It 
is not. I think it would be bad for Sena
tors to go back to their States and say, 
"We in the Senate passed a program that 
is going to help you as a welfare recipient, 
we have passed a program that will en
courage them to get off relief," when at 
the same time in the Senator's State, in
stead of getting 54 cents of every dollar 
they earn they will keep only 27 cents 
under this bill and in my State, instead 
of keeping 71 cents, they will get only 23 
cents. 

Can that be called an incentive. 
Those people cannot understand those 

mathematics. They cannot look behind 
the formula. All they can do is look at the 
speeches being made, but those speeches 
do not solve the problem of illegitimacy 
or the problem of improving our welfare 
laws. 

I repeat again, no welfare recipient will 
lose money as a result of this bill. One 
may then ask the question: "Why not, if 

you say he will get 27 cents instead of 54 
cents from each dollar?" 

He gets the difference in more welfare. 
Yet the dignity of that 54 cents as 
earning income is far better than 54 
cents on a welfare check. That is the 
difference in my belief. 

I think what we need is a reform bill 
that will remove these notches, a reform 
bill that will provide a bona :fide work 
incentive so that a man on welfare will be 
able to see that the man who gets off wel
fare and enters the labor force benefits, 
so that the man who stays on welfare will 
be able to see that the neighbor who got 
off welfare and joined the labor force is 
gradually improving the standard of liv
ing of his family and getting some 
luxuries. 

If we have a welfare program in which 
one welfare recipient sits at home and 
one enters the labor force, but the man 
who stays home ends up with more bene
fits, more cash, more luxuries, than the 
man who went to work, that is the direct 
opposite of what we want to achieve. 

That will not reduce our welfare rolls. 
I do not think the administration 

wants that result, but the Senator knows 
that in putting a mathematical formula 
together, with six components which 
they were not taking into consideration 
at the same time, a number of negative 
factors can come into operation. 

One of the points that was overlooked 
in these notches is the fact that when 
a man works and earns a certain amount 
he pays a tax on those earnings. If he 
stays on welfare and gets the same 
amount he does not. 

Another notch is that at certain levels, 
when he enters the labor force he has to 
pay hospital insurance for his family 
and is not eligible to receive free medic
aid. That also creates a notch. 

Another notch comes when he gets 
$600 or $800 for food stamps, and then 
when he makes $1 over a certain amount 
he gets no food stamps. That makes a 
$500 or $600 notch. 

These notches have to be put on paper 
and recognized. 

I was somewhat shocked when a de
partment official before our committee 
admitted that prior to making any such 
suggestion with reference to all of these 
programs in which a welfare recipient 
may participate--and it is mandatory 
that in the Senator's State and my State 
they must become eligible-they did not 
put them together to see what the result 
would be or how they would be affected. 
All they did was to look at the :first three 
lines. 

If we look at just the :first three lines 
and stop there it is a true work incentive 
program. There is no question about that. 
But it does not stop there, and these 
other programs are in the law. They are 
mandatory payments. I was shocked by 
that negligence on the part of a depart
ment for which we appropriate hundreds 
of millions of dollars, with all their ex
perts, not :figuring these together. That 
is the reason why I said earlier there 
is no excuse for it and that what we need 
is a good house cleaning in this agency 
of Government. 

Perhaps if some of these people had 
been in what I will refer to as the labor 
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force and had had to work for a living, 
they would be more understanding. In
stead they are living off the taxpayers 
and just dreaming up ways of how to 
spend the taxpayers' money with no idea 
of where the money would come from. 
There is nothing more dangerous to so
ciety than an egotistical bureaucrat, and 
this agency is full of them. It has gotten 
to the point that it has affected them 
so that they cannot reason clearly. 

All we need to solve this problem is 
some good commonsense. These are 
some of the mathematics involved in this 
bill before us. I do not think any Sen
ator here could get up on any platform 
in any State, before any audience, and 
explain and defend this plan if they 
showed it to the people and explained 
how it would work. I do not care if it 
would be in the poorer sections or the 
richest of an area. I do not think he 
would be able to convince anyone that 
we should have a welfare program in 
which the person who works will get less 
than the man who stays on welfare. 
They do not want that kind of pro
gram. Not one single Senator will endorse 
that kind of program. 

My question then is, Why vote for it at 
this time? Why not recognize that this 
bill should not become the law? Why not 
lay it aside? We know it is not going to 
become law at this session anyway. Why 
not strip the bill down to the first two 
titles, which deal with social security 
and medicaid reform? Why not strike 
out titles m, IV, and V, strike out the 
pending amendment on trade, strike out 
the pending Scott amendment, strike out 
the Ribicoff amendment, and have a gen
tleman's agreement that neither the 
trade amendment nor the family assist
ance plan nor the guaranteed annual 
wage will be offered in this bill? Why not 
say that they are going to be put over 
into the next session, and then dispose of 
the medicaid sections and the social se
curity sections, and send it to conference? 

I say that as one who is not going to 
block a vote on this question, if Senators 
want to have one. But I will regret, and 
I will leave the Senate somewhat dis
illusioned, if the Senate passes these pro
visions by rollcall votes, and then per
haps following that votes for a 10-
percent increase in social security bene
fits and a $100 minimum, knowing at the 
same time that this bill is not going to 
become law. 

Right now, on Christmas Eve, I think 
that would just be the cruelest political 
hoax this Senate could perpetrate on the 
aged. I hope the Senate will not do it. 

If we strike from the bill titles III, IV, 
and V, strip the bill at the same time 
of amendments which are pending and 
which are nongermane-the Ribicoff 
amendment on welfare and the trade 
amendment--and have a gentlemen's 
agreement that we are not going to pur
sue them in this session of Congress, 
whether we are for them or against them, 
and do the business of this Congress, 
then I think we will be well advised to 
go home. 

This Congress has done enough to the 
taxpayers and the sooner it adjourns the 
better for our country. 

Let the administration appoint a com
mittee from the Finance Committee, the 

Ways and Means Committee, and other 
interested parties and try to come up 
with a plan that will work mathemati
cally and not have these quirks in it. 

It can be done. Let them come up here 
with such a plan, present it to Congress, 
and if it is a reasonable plan, one that 
has a true work incentive to carry out 
what the Senator from illinois wants, 
what the President wants, and what ev
ery one says he is for, I am confident 
Congress will pass it. 

But if they cannot come up with such 
a plan, let us not put one on the books, 
that we know will not work. 

Mr. President, I have gone beyond my 
time. In line with the previous request, 
I yield the floor. 

Mr. LONG. Mr. President, looking for
ward to the time when it might be in 
order to consider the various alternatives 
that might be suggested in order to ex
pedite consideration of this bill, and in 
order to facilitate the consideration of 
it by Senators, I am going to ask that 
the bill be printed with each committee 
amendment numbered. 

In that way, Senators can notify me 
or other members of the committee which 
amendments, if any, they consider con
troversial to the extent that they would 
not be willing to agree to a limitation of 
debate on those amendments, and we 
could take that into consideration with 
regard to any motions to limit debate or 
to recommit with instructions, or any of 
the various procedural motions that 
might be available to the managers of 
the bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the bill be printed with the 
amendments numbered. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears non, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I would 
just like to take a few moments of the 
Senate's time to report that I have been 
reliably advised that the negotiations be
tween the Japanese Government and our 
Government over textile quotas were on 
the verge of a successful agreement, but 
before that was announced, a decision 
was made by the U.S. Government to 
back off from our proposal. 

This is a report that comes from an in
direct source, but it comes from a source 
that at least seems to me to be reliable, 
and I think it is terribly important, be
fore we act on any trade legislation 
which has been predicated on the theory 
that it was necessary to force some kind 
of agreement, to find out whether in fact 
our negotiators were on the verge of a 
textile agreement, and whether that 
could now be quickly put into effect, and 
would nullify the need for any further 
consideration of the proposed textile re
strictions. 

I am further advised that the textile 
industry, when advised of our proposal, 
involved themselves quickly to encourage 
our Government to back off from any 
agreement. That would certainly be a 
strange change of strategy, because all 
along we have been told that if only the 
Japanese would agree to some kind of 
voluntary restrictions in the manmade 
and woolens field, as they had already 
agreed in the cotton field, it would not be 

necessary to proceed with formal statu
tory quotas. 

Apparently once that had been 
achieved or nearly achieved, if my in
formation is correct, the textile industry 
in this country changed its mind and 
urged our Government to back away 
from its proposal and from the imminent 
agreement. For what reasons I am not 
told, but one of them might be that they 
were aware that the Senate was con
sidering formal statutory textile import 
quotas, and felt that they could do far 
better with such statutory restrictions 
than they could with the kind of an 
agreement which I had understood they 
had sought and which I have now been 
advised was near a successful culmina
tion. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. MONDALE. I would first like to 
conclude my statement. 

I think that this information, which 
has, as I say, been relayed through in
formal sources, ought to be the basis for 
an inquiry, and I shall make such an 
inquiry to our Government, to deter
mine whether an agreement has been 
reached, how close to an agreement we 
are if it has not been reached, and the 
extent to which it is possible to now 
conclude that the informal understand
ing that had been sought is now within 
reach, and that, therefore, to proceed 
further with statutory proposals for im
port quotas becomes unnecessary. 

I am glad to yield to the Senator from 
North Carolina. 

Mr. ERVIN. Would the Senator mind 
revealing to the Senate the source of this 
information? 

Mr. MONDALE. I am not at liberty 
to do so. I do say I received it from a 
source I regard to be reliable. But in any 
event, I am sure our Government could 
quickly advise us of the facts. 

I thought this disclosure was of suf
ficient urgency, in the light of the pend
ing legislation, that it should be made 
public, and that we should find out from 
our Government precisely what the sit
uation is. 

Mr. ERVIN. Is the Senator unwilling 
to disclose the source of his information, 
so that some of the rest of us might be 
enabled to ponder whether it is reliable 
or not? 

Mr. MONDALE. Well, I would only say 
to the Senator from North Carolina that 
the source, which asked not to be dis
closed, is known to me as being very re
liable. But in any event, we can quickly 
hear from the administration if they 
wish to disclose what those facts are re
garding our latest proposal to the Japa
nese and one degree to which we backed 
off from this proposal upon pressure from 
the textile industry. 

Mr. ERVIN. Well, I would say to the 
Senator from Minnesota that, while not 
undertaking to dictate conduct on the 
part of other Senators, the Senator from 
North Carolina would never convey to 
the Senate publicly information from 
somebody who was unwilling to allow his 
identity to be disclosed. 

Mr. MONDALE. I say to the Senator 
from North Carolina that if this infor
mation which I have received from what 
I regard to be a reliable source is accu-
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rate, and Congress is not being advised of 
this important step, it is a very, very 
serious matter, which undermines the 
integrity of the legislative process, and 
I considered it to be of sufficiently seri
ous import to raise this matter at this 
time, hoping for a prompt answer from 
the administration. 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
Mr. ERVIN. In other words, the Sen

ator did not receive this information 
from Old Nicodemus, who travels only 
by night? 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MONDALE. I am happy to yield 
to the Senator from Wyoming. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, these 
seem to me to be very serious charges. I 
think that for the Senate to proceed on 
the assumption that they deserve cred
ence would be a very risky operation. I 
oan only say to my good friend from 
Minnesota, for whom I have the highest 
regard, that it would seem to me that if 
there is validity to the contentions that 
he has disclosed just now to us, we ought 
to be entitled to know specifically what 
has been revealed by his sources, and 
those sources should come forth and 
identify themselves; and until they do, I 
would hope that the Senate would give 
no credence to them. It reminds me of 
stories that were heard during World 
War II, when there were all sorts of 
rumors about peace. It took a long time 
after those first rumors were heard be
fore we actually had any peace. 

I do not mean at all to impugn the 
message that has been brought to us 
by my good friend from Minnesota. But 
I say that I think it is important that we 
know, first of all, specifically who is 
making such a statement, and then check 
out with sources in the administration 
the accuracy of those statements. After 
these steps have been taken, if they both 
disclose that the statements indeed de
serve credibility and are true, then I 
would say at that time, and only at that 
time, is it proper to lay aside any con
sideration of a bill that has, in the main, 
the endorsement of this administration, 
a bill that is supported by a number of 
Senators on this floor, as was evidenced 
by a vote earlier. Until that sort of docu
mentation can be provided the Senate, 
I would hope that we would give no 
further serious consideration to the 
charge. 

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, will the 
~enator yield? 

Mr. MONDALE. I would not have said 
what I just said unless I were convinced 
that there was a serious basis for it. I 
think this is one of the problems of try
ing to operate on such sweeping legisla
tion under conditions 1 minute to mid
night before the adjournment of this 
Congress, when there is no longer time 
to hold hearings to explore such things as 
the feasibility of such textile agreements 
or other kinds of international under
standings. As I have said, I received this 
information from a source which I be
lieve to be sufficiently credible. 

Mr. HANSEN. I have no doubt of that. 
Mr. MONDALE. I thought it ought to 

be raised. If it is wrong, it is wrong, and 
the administration can tell us. But I re-

ceived it from a sufficiently credible 
source that I thought it ought to be 
raised. 

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MONDALE. I yield. 
Mr. FANNIN. Would the Senator be 

willing to say whether or not he received 
it in writing or whether it was just a con
versation, and why he would consider it 
so reliable when we have had rumors 
about rumors coming along on this sub
ject? As the Senator knows, we have had 
information in the press continuously 
about these rumors, but they are just 
rumors. 

I have been checking very carefully 
on this matter, and I certainly have no 
indication, and in talking with members 
of the administration have no indication, 
of anything like this happening. We 
know that just the opposite has been hap
pening so far as the formal reports are 
concerned. Is it in writin~? 

Mr. MONDALE. I think that is imma
terial. I can only repeat what I have said. 
I received it from a source and in a man
ner which I found persuasive. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield? 

Mr. MONDALE. I yield. 
Mr. DOLE. When the Senator received 

the information, was any effort made to 
check it with any administration official? 

Mr. MONDALE. An effort was made to 
check it insofar as I felt I could. As I 
said, I am sufficiently convinced that it 
is a credible source, and I thought the 
announcement of what I had learned 
should be made at this time. 

Mr. DOLE. Did the Senator make the 
announcement and then check with the 
administration? 

Mr. MONDALE. I have checked as far 
as I felt I could. I think it is a serious al
legation. The administration could make 
its response. 

Mr. DOLE. With whom did the Sen
ator check? 

Mr. MONDALE. I will not go beyond 
what I have just said. 

Mr. DOLE. The Senator cannot even 
reveal the source with which he checked? 

Mr. MONDALE. I have gone as far as 
I am going to go on that. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MONDALE. I yield. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. I was busy conferring 

with the distinguished Senator from Con
necticut (Mr. RIBICOFF) and the distin
gished Senator from Delaware at the 
time the Senator made his statement, so 
I did not hear it. But I am told that he 
said that, on some source, he understands 
that an agreement with Japan on tex
tiles has been entered into. Is that cor
rect? 

Mr. MONDALE. I have been told that 
it either had been entered into or was 
at least imminent, and that the textile 
industry got word of this, and our ne
gotiators backed away from this allegedly 
near-agreement. So either an under
standing has not been disclosed or we 
backed off from what was on the verge 
of an understanding in order to leave us 
in a position where we would continue 
to believe that it was futile to anticipate 
or contemplate that such an agreement 
was possible. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. I should like to add this 
information to the colloquy. If such an 
agreement has been arrived at, it must 
have been within the last 2 days, which 
surprises me very much, because 2 days 
ago, acting in the place of the minority 
leader, I met with representatives of the 
Japanese Government in my office. I will 
have to check and get the names. The 
names of Japanese officials are difficult 
to remember and pronounce. They were 
representatives of the Embassy, and one 
was a distinguished member of the Japa
nese Diet, who came to me to plead with 
me to see if our Government would no·t 
change its bargaining position, that they 
were too far apart and they could not 
possibly agree to the severe conditions 
that our Government was insisting upon 
in the negotiations. 

So I will have to say that that is very 
surprising to me, and I suppose it would 
be surprising to the officials of the 
Japanese Government who apparently 
do not know that such an agreement was 
arrived at. 

Mr. MONDALE. I am told that this 
development occurred within the last 
2 or 3 days. 

Mr. ERVIN. Will the Senator from 
Minnesota pardon the Senator from 
North Carolina if the Senator from 
North Carolina would remind the Sena
tor from Minnesota that these negotia
tions have been carried on under the 
auspices of the Department of Com
merce, and if the Senator from North 
carolina would further suggest to the 
senator from Minnesota that there is a 
telephone line-many telephone lines
to the Department of Commerce, which 
could have been resorted to in order to 
ascertain the validity of these rumors? 

Mr. MONDALE. As the Senator from 
North Carolina may know, these negotia
tions are being conducted under the di
rection of Mr. Peter Flanigan, of the 
White House. 

Mr. ERVIN. But the Senator knows 
that the Department of Commerce has 
worked on them in conjunction. As a 
matter of fact, the Secretary of Com
merce has personally attempted to get 
negotiations underway and has engaged 
in many of them himself. 

Mr. MONDALE. It is my understand
ing, and has been for some time! that the 
principal negotiator for the textll~ ~g.ree
ments is Mr. Flanigan, although m1t1ally 
the Commerce Department and its Sec
retary were principally involved, and 
that the situation as I describe it is now 
essentially correct. 

Mr. ERVIN. I will ask the Senator from 
Minnesota whether he has any reason 
to believe that Mr. Flanigan cannot be 
reached by telephone? 

Mr. MONDALE. Just permit me to say 
that as I indicated earlier, I have re
ceiv~d this information from a reliable 
source. I believe that it is essentially ac
curate. At this moment, with so few 
legislative hours to go, and affecting, as 
it does, a fundamental issue of national 
trade policy, I thought it important to 
make this known. 

Mr. ERVIN. Does the Senator from 
Minnesota think they are going to decide 
national trade policies on such rumors as 
this? 
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Mr. MONDALE. For example, just a 

few moments ago it was proposed that 
we agree on a unanimous time agreement 
on the trade legislation, which could have 
been taken and agreed to without knowl
edge of this occurrence. I think that 
would be a very serious situation. 

Mr. ERVIN. The Senator from North 
Carolina would be very glad to vote early 
Monday morning on the trade agreement 
and would make a unanimous-consent 
request to that effect had he any antici
pation that it might be granted. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. MONDALE. I yield. 
Mr. STEVENS. What type of agree

ment was contemplated by the report the 
Senator has--a voluntary agreement on 
the part of the Japanese to limit their 
exports to this country? I do not quite 
understand the nature of the agreement 
the Senator indicates was about to be 
entered. 

Mr. MONDALE. This is at the heart 
of the whole controversy surrounding 
the need for legislation to impose arbi
trary trade quotas by statute affecting 
textiles. The argument has been widely 
discussed that if only the Japanese would 
reach an understanding with our Gov
ernment for some sort of informal re
straint on the importation or the expor
tation of Japanese textiles into the 
United States, an understanding affect
ing manmade and woolen fabrics, such 
as that which now has been reached and 
long since reached in the cotton textile 
field, it might not then be necessary to 
have statutory restrictions. 

The development which I have report
ed earlier would have a fundamental 
bearing on whether any action would 
be needed by Congress by way of stat
utory restrictions on textile quotas. 

Mr. STEVENS. If I may interrupt 
there---

Mr. MONDALE. Because we are within 
minutes or hours or days from adjourn
ment of this Congress, because we are 
being presented with proposals for lim
iting debate on the trade bill which I 
regard as being one involving revolu
tionary changes in American trade pol
Icy, and because I received the infor
mation I had earlier reported on the 
source which I found to be fully credi
ble, I thought it important to make that 
disclosure. 

Mr. STEVENS. I might say to the Sen
ator that I happen to be one of those 
who voted with him on this matter, but 
on the other hand, if the Senator's report 
is one on a voluntary quota system, which 
is what the Japanese Government saw 
fit to impose on the steel exports about 2 
years ago and then promptly disregarded, 
I might seriously have to consider chang
ing my mind. It may be that if the Sen
ator is indicating we should not act in 
the Congress on the basis o! some unilat
eral representation to the Japanese Gov
ernment, that they are ready now to take 
action and indicate, because the passage 
of the trade bill is imminent, that they 
would be willing to enter into some form 
of voluntary agreement on their part, 
that is one thing; but if the Senator 
is indicating that our Government and 
theirs are about ready to enter into a 

solemn agreement that would be pre
sented to the Senate for ratification, that 
is an entirely different matter. If I had 
been the Senator, I would have checked 
that out before putting it out to the 
public. 

Mr. MONDALE. This i3 not a proposed 
treaty which would require our ratifica
tion. This is an informal trade proposal 
between the United States and Japan. 
My understanding is that the proposal 
that was offered either provided the basis 
of agreement or was immediately in dan
ger of providing the basis of agreement 
and was an offer by this Government to 
the Japanese. 

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, I yield 

the fioor. 

COMPREHENSIVE ALCOHOL TREAT
MENT BILL 

Mr. FANNIN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that certain remarks 
of the Senator from Colorado <Mr. 
DoMINICK) concerning the comprehen
sive alcohol treatment bill be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

STATEMENT OF SENATOR DOMINICK 

Mr. President, we have before us today the 
final version of a. bill which is of paramount 
Importance to all Americans. I am speaking 
of the Comprehensive Alcohol Abuse and 
Alcoholism Prevention, Treatment, and Re
habilitation Act of 1970. This bill has been 
given careful consideration by the members 
of the Labor and Public Welfare Committee 
in this body and by the Committee on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce in the House 
of Representatives. Both Committees re
ported the bill to the floor of their respective 
houses unanimously. Both Houses have 
passed the bill as reported from their Com
mittees unanimously. It is my opinion that 
this bi11 should be adopted today, and I urge 
all my colleagues to vote for this b111. 

The need for this legislation is clear. It has 
been estimated that there are possibly 18 
million alcoholics and problem drinkers in 
this nation. Alcohol contributed to some 
25,000 deaths in automobile accidents and at 
least 800,000 crashes involving a tragic 
amount of injury, suffering and property 
damage. 

Perhaps the most tragic aspect of this 
problem is the great personal losses which 
are not purely physical in nature. The fam
ilies and friends of an alcoholic as well as 
the alcoholic himself suffer much in damaged 
personal relations. 

Another aspect of this problem is the great 
cost to American industry. A recent Labor 
Department publication estimated the cost 
of alcohol abuse to industry at nearly $3 
billion dollars. In a report to our Subcommit
tee on Alcoholism and Narcotics, the Comp
troller General of the United States esti
mated that alcoholism in Federal employ
ment may be resulting in costs of $275 mil
lion to $550 million annually. The report 
also estimated that a. program costing only 
$15 m11lion per year might result in cost 
savings of $135 to $280 million annually. 

These figures only illustrate what a tragic 
problem alcohol abuse is in our nation. They 
do not and cannot reflect the human loss 
in wasted lives that alcohol abuse causes. 

Clearly the need for this program is well 
established. Let us take the proper steps 
and pass this bill today. 

This legislation has a number of major 
components which should be discussed. It 

establishes a comprehensive range of ad
ministrative tools in a. single visible and 
broadly based Institute structure within the 
National Institute of Mental Health and 
gives a strong mandate for leadership and 
action to the Federal Government. The legis
lation provides for a carefully structured pro
gram for Federal assistance to States and 
local groups and organizations to encour
age community based planning for and de
velopment of effective treatment and re
habilitation programs throughout the coun
try for alcoholics. It requires the establish
ment of programs of prevention and the rec
ognition and encouragement of treatment 
and rehabilitation programs for Federal em
ployees. It provides sufilcient funding au
thorizations to enable a program of neces
sary magnitude to get underway imme
diately. 

This legislation will make it possible for 
the Institute to make grants to public and 
private nonprofit agencies, organizations, and 
institutions and enter into contracts with 
public or private agencies and individuals 
to develop programs for the prevention and 
treatment of alcohol abuse and alco.holism. 
It is Vitally important for these programs to 
be community based, and to uti11ze public 
health rather than criminal or other puni
tive measures, in order to provide the most 
effective treatment possible. The bill pro
vides a mechanism for processing applica
tions for financial assistance made by units 
of local government and private organiza
tions. Applications will be channeled through 
the agency designated to administer the al
coholism program within the State. The 
State agency will have an opportunity to 
comment upon the propriety of the particu
lar plan under scrutiny, but may not pre
vent it from being sent to the Institute for 
consideration. As with formula grants, the 
money which is made available through proj
ect grants will be used to supplement rather 
than replace funds which the States or locali
ties would otherwise have devoted to alcohol 
programs. 

The blll will authorize a. 3 year program 
of $300 million to carry out these grant 
programs. $180 mi111on will be for formula 
grants to the states while $120 million will 
be for project grants. 

Mr. President this is a well thought out 
program. It has been labored on long and 
hard by the Special Subcommittee on Al
coholism and Narcotics. The Chairman of 
the Subcommittee, Senator Hughes, has 
provided outstanding leadership in bring
ing this legislation to a reality. The senior 
Senator from New York, Mr. Javits, has 
worked diligently in moving this legislation 
through Committee. 

This careful consideration coupled with the 
urgent need for action call for immediate 
passage of this b111 so that it can be cleared 
for signature by the President. I strongly 
hope that my colleagues will pass this 
critical bill today. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE 
A message from the House of Rep

resentatives, by Mr. Berry, one of its 
reading clerks, announced that the House 
had passed, without amendment, the bill 
(S. 578) to include firefighters within the 
provisions of section 8336(c) of title 5, 
United States Code, relating to the re
tirement of Government employees en
gaged in certain hazardous occupations. 

The message also announced that the 
House had agreed to the report of the 
committee of conference on the disagree
ing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill 
<H.R. 380) to repeal section 7 of the act 
of August 9, 1946 (60 Stat. 968). 
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The message further announced that 
the House had agreed to the report of 
the committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendment of the Senate to the bill 
<H.R. 19436) to provide for the establish
ment of a national urban growth policy, 
to encourage and support the proper 
growth and development of our States, 
metropolitan areas, cities, counties, and 
towns with emphasis upon new com
munity and inner city development, to 
extend and amend laws relating to hous
ing and urban development, and for 
other purposes. 

ENROLLED BITLS SIGNED 
The message also announced that the 

Speaker had affixed his signature to the 
following enrolled bills: 

s. 1. An act to provide for uniform and 
equitable treatment of persons displaced 
from their homes, businesses, or farms by 
Federal and federally assisted programs and 
to establish uniform and equitable land 
acquisition pollcies for Federal and federally 
assisted programs; 

s. 704. An act to amend the act of October 
15, 1966 (80 Stat. 953; 20 U.S.C. 65a), relating 
to the National Museum of the Smithsonian 
Institution, so as to authorize additional 
appropriations to the Smithsonian Institu
tion for carrying out the purposes of said 
act; 

s. 719. An act to establ!sh a national min
ing and minerals policy; 

s. 2102. An act for the relief of Percy Ispas 
Avram; 

s. 2193. An act to assure safe and health
ful working conditions for working men and 
women; by authorlzing enforcement of the 
standards developed under the act; by as
sisting and encouraging the States in their 
efforts to assure safe, healthful working con
ditions; by providing for research, informa
tion, education, and training in the field of 
occupational safety and health; and for 
other purposes; 

S. 3619. An act to revise and expand Fed
eral programs for relief from the effects of 
major disasters, and for other purposes; 

H.R. 380. An act to amend section 7 of the 
act of August 9 , 1946 (60 Stat. 968); 

H.R. 4983. An act for the relief of James 
M. Buster; 

H.R. 6049. An act to amend the definition 
of "metal-bearing ores" in the Tariff Sched
ules of the United states; 

H.R. 6778. An act to amend the Bank Hold
ing Company Act of 1956, and for other pur
poses; 

H.R. 9183. An act to amend the Tariff 
Schedules of the United States to provide 
that imported articles which are exported 
and thereafter relmported to the United 
States for !allure to meet sample or specifi
cations shall, in certain instances, be entered 
free of duty upon suoh relmportation; 

H.R. 10150. An act for the relief of certain 
individuals employed by the Department of 
the Air Force at Kelly Air Force Base, Tex.; 

H.R. 10704. An act for the relief of Samuel 
R. Stephenson; 

H.R. 12621. An act for the rellef of Lt. 
Robert J. Scanlon; 

H.R. 14271. An act for the rellef of Jack A. 
Duggins; 

H.R. 15911. An -act to amend title 38 of the 
United States Code to increase the rates, in
come limitations, and aid and attendance 
allowances relating to payment of pension 
and parents' dependency and indemnity 
compensation; to exclude certain payments 
in determining annual Income with respect 
to such pension and compensation; to make 

the Mexican border period a period of war 
for the purposes of such title; and for other 
purposes; 

H.R. 15979. An act to provide that the in
terest on certain insured loans sold out of 
the agricultural credit insurance fund shall 
be included in gross income; 

H.R. 16506. An act to amend the Internal 
Revenue Oode of 1954 to clarify the appll
cablllty of the exemption from income taxa
tion of cemetery corporations; 

H.R. 16940. An act to extend until Decem
ber 31, 1972, the suspension of duty on elec
trodes for use ln producing aluminum; and 

H.R. 19504. An act to authorize appropria
tions for the construction of certain high
ways in accordance with title 23 of the 
United States Code, and for other purposes. 

ORDER FOR STAR PRINT OF SENATE 
REPORT NO. 91-1510 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have a star print 
made of Senate Report No. 91-1510. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

THE CALENDAR 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of measures on 
the calendar to which there is no ob
jection, beginning with Calendar No. 
1218. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ROBERT J. EBBERT AND DESIGN 
PRODUCTS CORP. 

The bill <S. 1008) for the relief of Rob
ert J. Ebbert and Design Products Corp., 
Troy, Mich., was considered, ordered to 
be engrossed for a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed, as follows: 

s. 1008 
Be ft enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the Unftecl States of 
America in Congress assembled, That, not
withstanding the provisions of section 151, 
title 35, United States Code, or any other pro
vision of law, the Commissioner of Patents is 
authorized and directed to accept delayed 
payment of the final fee (prescribed in sec
tion 41 (a), title 35, United States Code) in 
the appllcation for United States Letters 
Patent of Robert J. Ebbert of Rochester, 
Michigan, serial number 308,4U, filed Sep
tember 12, 1963 and allowed April 12, 1966 
for Mounting Frame for Electronic Compo
nents, assigned to Design Products Corpo
ration, Troy, Michigan, as though no aban
donment or lapse had ever occurred, if such 
final fee is paid within three months after 
the date of enactment of this Act. Upon pay
ment of such fee, the Commissioner is au
thorized to issue to the said Design Products 
Corporation the patent for which appllca
tion was so made. No patent granted on said 
application shall be held invalid on the 
.ground that the final fee was not paid within 
the period specified in title 35, United States 
Code. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed 
in the RECORD an excerpt from the re
port <No. 91-1197), explaining the pur-
poses of the measure. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of the proposed legislation ls 
to authorize and direct the Commissioner of 
Patents to accept late payment of the issue 
fee in the application for United States Let
ters Patent of Robert J. Ebbert, serial num
ber 308,411, filed September 12, 1963, and al
lowed Aprll 12, 1966, for a Mounting Frame 
for Electronic Components, assigned to De
sign Products Corp., Troy, Mich., as though 
no abandonment or lapse had ever occurred, 
and to authorize the Commissioner to issue 
the patent to the assignee if such fee is paid 
within 3 months of the date this legislation 
is enacted. 

STATEMENT 

Information contained in the flies of this 
committee's Subcommittee on Patents, 
Trademarks, and Copyrights indicate that 
Mr. Robert J. Ebbert of Rochester, Mich., 
retained the law firm of Harness, Dickey & 
Pierce, 700 Fisher Bullding, Detroit, Mich., 
to represent hlm in efforts to secure a patent 
on his invention entitled "Mounting Frame 
for Electronic Components." The law firm 
prepared the necessary papers and on Sep
tember 12, 1963, flied an appllcation for a 
patent with the U.S. Patent Office. On Octo
ber 7, 1963, Mr. Ebbert assigned all of h1s 
rights in the invention to Design Products 
Corp., Troy, Mich. 

On April 21, 1966, the Patent Office sent 
a Notice of Allowance and Issue Fee Due to 
Harness, Dickey & Pierce, which stated: 
"With the allowance of the application, the 
• • •. Issue Fee becomes due and payment 
must be made within 3 months of the date 
of thiS Notice or the Patent wlll become 
abandoned." The Patent Office did not send 
the Notice of Allowance to Mr. Ebbert be
cause its rules require that all communica
tions intended for the applicant must be 
sent to the attorney of record rather than to 
the applicant. The law firm did not respond 
to the Notice of Allowance within the time 
required and the application lapsed for non
payment of the issue fee. 

On February 14, 1967, 10 months after the 
Notice of Allowance was issued and 10 days 
after Harness, Dickey & Pierce discovered 
that the application had lapsed, they filed 
a petition to revive the application and ten
dered the issue fee. In the petition, the law 
firm stated that the issue fee was not paid 
because of a clerical error made by several of 
its employees. The firm also set forth in the 
petition the sequence of events which led to 
the delay in tendering the issue fee. 

During the time the subject application 
was pending, Mr. Ebbert filed a second ap
plication with the Patent Office to secure a 
patent on one of his other inventions. The 
second application, which was prepared and 
prosecuted by the Harness, Dickey & Pierce 
law firm, was filed on December 11, 1964, and 
allowed on May 2, 1966. And as in the current 
case, Mr. Ebbert assigned all of his rights in 
the invention to a corporation. 

Under the firm's filing system, applications 
are placed in separate folders and filed al
phabetically according to the inventor's last 
name. The folders are labeled with the name 
of the inventor and the client's case number. 
The case numbers in the office are assigned 
in increasing numercial order for each client, 
so that the flrst case handled for each client 
is marked "Number 1". This procedure was 
followed in the present case and it resulted 
in each of Mr. Ebbert's folders being labeled 
"Ebbert Case Number 1," because each fold
er contained the flrst application filed by the 
two assignee corporations. 

Upon receipt of the "Notice of Allowance," 
the attorney handling the case Instructed a 
file clerk to secure the folder containing the 
subject application from the central filing 
room and deliver it to his office. In carry
Ing out these instructions, the file clerk 
inadvertently extracted the other "Ebbert 
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Case No. 1" folder which contained the sec
ond application :field by Mr. Ebbert. After 
examining the folder, the atoorney returned 
it to his secretary and instructed her to pre
pare the necessary papers for payment of the 
issue fee. The secretary prepared the "Issue 
Fee Transmittal Notice" for his signature. 
The attorney signed this notice and it re
sulted in the payment of the issue fee in the 
second application and its issuance on Octo
ber 4, 1966. During these transactions, 
neither the :file clerk, the attorney, or his 
secretary noticed the discrepancy in the 
serial number or the "Notice of Allowance." 

The Patent Office considered the petition 
in view of 35 u.s.a. 151, which provides that 
an issue fee be paid within 3 months after 
a "Notice of Allowance" is sent, and further 
provides that--

"If any payment required by this section 
1s not timely made but 1s submitted with 
fee for delayed payment within three months 
after the due date and sufficient cause is 
shown for the late payment, it may be ac
cepted by the Commissioner as though no 
abandonment or lapse had ever occurred." 

In interpreting section 151, the Patent 
Office held that it authorized the Commis
sioner of Patents to accept payment of the 
:final issue fee only if it is tendered within 6 
months from the date when the "Notice of 
Allowance" is sent. Since Mr. Ebbert had not 
tendered the :final issue fee within the time 
required by section 151, the Patent Office 
denied the petition on the ground that it 
lacked statutory authority to grant it. 

Mter the Patent Office denied Mr. Ebbert's 
petition, he :filed a civil action against the 
Oommissioner of Patents in the U.S. District 
Court for the District of Oolumbia on March 
15, 1967. In hls suit, Mr. Ebbert sought to 
compel the Commissioner of Patents to ac
cept payment of the issue fee and to issue a 
patent. During the trial of the case, Mr. 
Ebbert argued that 35 u.s.a. 151is not exclu
sive and that 35 u.s.a. 133 also applies to the 
situation where an applicant fails to make 
timely payment of a final fee after receiving 
a "Notice of Allowance." Section 133 provides 
that: 

"Upon failure of the applicant to prosecute 
the application within six months after any 
action therein • • • the application shall 
be regarded as abandoned • • • unless it 
be shown to the satisfaction of the Com
missioner that such delay was unavoidable." 

The District Court agreed with Mr. Eb
bert's argument, and it granted his motion 
for summary judgment on February 18, 1967. 
In holding that section 133 was applicable 
the court said, "The prosecution of an ap
pllcation is not completed until the fee is 
paid and the patent issued." 

The Patent Office held the view that the 
District Court misinterpreted section 133 and 
that the section was not applicable. There
fore, on February 26, 1967, the Oommlssioner 
of Patents filed an appeal to the U.S. Court of 
Appeals for the District of Columbia Circuit 
from the judgment entered on February 18, 
1967. In rendering its decision on May 23, 
1968, the Court of Appeals reversed the judg
ment of the District Oourt and held that 
acceptance of the issue fee was governed 
exclusively by section 151. In rejecting the 
argument that section 133 encompassed all 
actions taken by an applicant up to and 
including securing issuance of a patent, the 
court said: 

"A stated purpose of the 1965 amendments 
to section 151 was to expedite the prosecution 
of patent applications and thus make new 
technology available to the public at an 
earlier date. If section 133 were construed 
as allowing an abandonment to be revived 
at any time, the purpose of hastening the 
beginning-and hence the expiration--of the 
17 year monopoly period would be frustrated. 

"Section 133 and 151 are contained in sep
arate chapters of Title 85. Chapter 12, titled 

"Examination of Application," contains sec
tion 133, while Chapter 14, entitled "Issue of 
Patent," contains section 151. This dichotomy 
is strong evidence that the phrase 'prosecute 
the application' in section 133 comprehends 
only action taken by an applicant through 
gaining allowance of his application, because 
examination of the application is completed 
at that point. Congress established a separate 
statutory framework for what remains-is
suance of the patent. It is a relatively min
isterial act; if the issue fee Is timely tendered, 
the patent must issue." 

Mr. Ebbert sought to pursue his legal 
remedies before the U.S. Supreme Court, but 
it denied his petition for a. writ of certiorari 
on October 28, 1968. 

Mr. Ebbert has also advised the committee 
that his invention has been in publlc use for 
more than 1 year. As a result, the issuance 
of a patent on a new application filed by him 
is prohibited by section 102 (b) of title 35 
United States Oode, which provides in part 
that an application for a patent must be filed 
within 1 year from the date the invention was 
first used by the public. 

The b111 provides that the Commissioner of 
Patents shall issue the patent to the Design 
Products Corp., the assignee, 1f the fee is paid 
within 3 months from the date of the enact
ment of this legislation. Design Products 
Corp. was founded in 1961 and is located in 
Troy, Mich. Its president and majority stock
holder is Robert J. Ebbert of Rochester, Mich., 
a highly respected inventor and designer and 
who is the inventor in the subject applica
tion. The company currently employs about 
12 people and its sales in 1967 amounted to 
about $211,000. Design Products Corp. is, to 
its knowledge, the only company in Michigan 
producing standard industrial solid state 
logic modules, the products covered by the 
subject application. It has been selling these 
units since 1963. As such, the company com
petes with such large companies as General 
Electric Corp., SquareD and Cutler Hammer, 
which have competitive items. 

At present, the product covered by the 
patent application (for which the company 
uses the trademark "Versaframe") accounts 
for almost 100 percent of the company's 
sales. The product is used to mount solid 
state components such as transistors, capac
itors, and so forth, in various ways so as to 
be used in electronic circuits, permitting an 
extremely compact assembly of these com
ponents and also permitting them to be 
easily checked and tested. Important com
panies, such as Ford Motor Co., Parke Davis 
and General Motors, are buying this product 
from Design Products Corp in increasing 
quantities. The product is also used in edu
cational institutions as parts of training 
aids. In 1965, the product received "The 
Product of the Year" award in a Troy indus
trial show. 

As a general rule, the committee is op
posed to special legislation providing for 
private relief from the general patent laws. 
In this particular case, however, the com
mittee feels that the circumstances justify 
creating an exception to the time limit 
established by 35 u.s.a. 151. Mr. Ebbert's in
vention survlvied the ordeal of examination 
and it was deemed worthy of a patent. But 
because Mr. Ebbert fell victim to an ex
tremely rare combination of circumstances
a clerical error made by his law firm and 
the failure of the Patent Office to send its 
customary "Notice of Default"-he was 
denied a patent. The Patent Office practice 
has been, and is now, to send applicants a 
Notice of Forfeited Application when the 
issue fee was not paid within the initial 3-
month period after issuance of the "Notice 
of Allowance." However, the practice was 
suspended from August 4, 1966, untU March 
1, 1967, as a result of an unusually heavy 
work load and no such notice was sent to 
Mr. Ebbert's law :firm. 

If relief is not granted in this case, Mr. 
Ebbert and the Design Products Corp. w111 
lose all rights in the invention because of 
conditions completely beyond their control, 
a situation that the committee feels would 
be most inequitable. Passage of this legisla
tion would provide Mr. Ebbert the public 
recognition he deserves and would prevent 
an unnecessary and unjust denial to Design 
Products Corp. of a patent covering its most 
important single product. The committee 
has been advised that no other party contests 
the claim of the Design Products Corp. to 
the patent covered by the subject applica
tion. 

Therefore, for the foregoing reasons, the 
committee recommends that this legislation 
be enacted without amendment. The enact
ment of the bill will entail no cost to the 
U.S. Government. 

In its report to the committee on S. 1008, 
the Department of Commerce stated that it 
was opposed to the passage of the bill. 

WILLIAM HElDMAN, JR. 

The bill <H.R. 12128) for the relief of 
William Heid.m.an, Jr., was considered, 
ordered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the report 
<No. 91-1397), explaining the purposes 
of thP- measure. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PUltPOSE 

The purpose of the proposed legislation is 
to pay William Heldman, Jr., $15,000 in full 
satisfaction of all of his claims against the 
United States arising in connection with an 
alleged infringement of his patent covering 
an auoomatAc parachute cargo releasing 
mechanism. 

STATEMENT 

The Department of the Air Force in its 
report to the House Judiciary Committee on 
the bill observed that the Air Force benefited 
by adopting a substantial featme of Mr. 
Heidma.n's proposal even though there may 
not ha.ve been a technical infringement of 
the patent. For this reason, the Department 
stateu that should it be concluded that the 
merits of the case warrant action by the 
Congress, the Air Force would interpose no 
objection. 

Mr. William Heldman of Grand Rapids, 
Mich., was granted the patent referred to in 
the b1ll which relates to a coupling unit for 
use with cargo parachute. As is explained 
in the ~r Force report to the House com
mittee this unit is designed to release the 
cargo automatically from the parachute when 
the cargo touches the ground. The Air Force 
notes that the patent discloses two forms of 
the coupling unit. The Air Force report notes 
that these two embodiments relate to the 
use of metal balls which perform the func
tion of aiming and then releasing the cou
pling unit in the course of a parachute drop. 
While the language of the Air Force report is 
somewhat technical, it summarizes the se
quence of functions involved in the oper
ation of the unit as contemplated in the 
patent. In this connection, the Air Force 
report stated: 

"U.S. Patent No. 2,693,980 relates to a cou
pling un1t foT use w1th cargo parachutes. 
The unit is designed to release automatical
ly the cargo from the parachute when the 
cargo touches the ground. Two embodiments 
of the coupling unit are disclosed in the pat
ent. The first, disclosed in figure 1-7, com
prises a pair of releasably engaged coupling 
members and a first set of metal balls for 
releasably locking the two members together. 
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A second set of metal balls, 1n an initial set
ting of the device, prevents release of the 
locking members. However, after responding 
to a condition occurring after the parachute 
has opened with a load attached thereto by 
means of the device, the second set Of metal 
balls drops through an opening into a lower 
container. This "arms" the device so that 
when load tension is relieved, as when the 
load reaches the ground, the locking mem
bers may separate to release the load. The 
second embodiment of the invention, dis
closed in figures 8-10 of the patent, is a hook
type coupling unit which incorporates only 
a single set of balls corresponding to the sec
ond set of arming balls of the first embodi
ment. In this case, the balls position a lock
ing bar against spring pressure which tends 
to move the bar to open the hook and release 
a cargo attached to the hook. Under load con
ditions, the balls are released, as in the first 
embodiment, and under a subsequent no
load condition, as when the load reaches the 
ground, the bar is released and the hook is 
opened." 

The facts concerning Mr. Heldman's efforts 
to assert his claim against the Government 
are outlined in the departmental report and 
were discussed at a hearing on the bill held 
on Wednesday, April 15, 1970 by the Claims 
Subcommittee of the House Judiciary Com
mittee. In September of 1951, the Air Force 
conducted tests on devices brought to the 
attention of the Air Force by Mr. Heldman. 
These tests were conducted at the Wright Air 
Development Command and involved devices 
similar to that shown in figures 1 through 7 
of his patent. The same command has ad
vised that Mr. Heldman early in 1952 sup
plied them with a disclosure containing il
lustrations similar to figures 8 through 10 of 
the patent. Beginning on February 14, 1955, 
Mr. Heldman raised the question of a possible 
infringement by the Government of his pat
ent. In a letter dated November 8, 1955, Mr. 
Heldman stated specifically that claims 9 and 
10 of his Patent No. 2,693,980 appeared to be 
infringed by cargo parachute ground releases 
then being procured by the Air Force. The 
Air Force conclusion was that there was no 
actual infringement because of the manner 
in which the claims in the petition were 
phrased and accordingly, the claim was 
denied by a letter dated December 28, 1955. 
At his request, his claim was reconsidered 
on a number of occasions and were the sub
ject of several conferences between Mr. Held
man, his attorneys, and attorneys from the 
Patent Division of the Office of the Judge 
Advocate General of the Air Force. As has 
been noted, the Air Force position is that 
the claims of his Patent No. 2,693,980 are 
not broad enough to read upon the struc
ture of the cargo release couplings procured 
by the Air Force. In addition, the Air Force 
appears to have questioned the patentability 
of a broadened patent claim. 

However, the Air Force report states that 
none of the prior a.rt considered by the Air 
Force disclosed the feature of a set of balls 
designed, on initial setting, to prevent the 
opening of a parachute release device and, 
in response to a subsequent condition (i.e., 
load tension on the device) , to arm the de
vice to be opened when the load tension is 
removed. This feature is common both to the 
patent disclosure and to the Air Force de
vices. This is, of course, basic to this claim. 
In order to gain a better understanding 
of this circumstance, as well as the patent 
implication of the Air Force position that 
Mr. Heldman's patent did not apply to the 
construction of the coupling devices pro
cured by the Air Force, prompted. the House 
subcommittee to schedule the hearing on 
April 15, 1970. The Air Force in its report 
recommends that the Air Force benefited by 
adopting a substantial feature of Mr. Held
man's proposal even though in its opinion 
the claimS of his patent failed to cover the 

construction of the devices subsequently 
procured by the Air Force. The Air Force 
report stated its conclusions as follows: 

"In view of its holding of noninfringement 
by the Air Force of Mr. Heldman's patent, 
as set forth above, the Department of the 
Air Force considers itself without authority 
to compensate Mr. Heldman through an ad
ministrative settlement. However, it is ac
knowledged that Mr. Heldman submitted his 
invention to the Air Force for evaluation ·and 
testing, the arming and releasing feature of 
which, as previously described, was incorpo
rated into the release devices procured by the 
Air Force. Thus, the Air Force did benefit by 
adopting a substantial feature of Mr. Held
man's proposal, even though the issued 
claims of his patent failed, in the opinion 
of this department, to cover the construction 
of the Air Force devices. Accordingly, if the 
committee believes the merits of this case 
warrant favorable action, then the Air Force 
interposes no objection." 

At the hearing before the House subcom
mittee, the Air Force testified that subse
quent to the disclosures made by Mr. Held
man, a different type of parachute device 
was designed. However, this device embodied 
the "substantial feature" referred to in the 
above quotation from the Air Force report. 
This feature involves the use Of a concept 
which Is common to Mr. Heldman's original 
technical proposals in his patent disclosure 
and the device that the Air Force ultimately 
procured for use In connection with cargo 
parachutes. The House committee found 
that the department report and the testi
mony at the hearing established the fact 
that the Air Force used Mr. Heldman's dis
closure as made in his technical proposals, 
liked the idea, but then due to deficiencies 
in the precise structure he disclosed, rede
signed It. However, the redesigned unit re
tained the central Inventive concept which 
relates to the arming and releasing feature 
of the ball chamber. This Is the feature 
which is common with the Heldman dis
closure and the Heldman patent. 

The House committee has concluded that 
the facts and circumstances referred to above 
and outlined in the departmental report es
tablish the basis for legislative relief in this 
Instance. The House Committee concluded 
that the Air Force report clearly shows that 
due to the technical limitations of the claims 
stated in Mr. Heldman's patent, there was no 
infringement within the strict meaning of 
the patent laws. It is equally clear that the 
Air Force used the concept and derived a 
benefit from that use. Mr. Heldman's only 
recourse was to appeal to the Congress for 
relief. The Air Force has indicated that it 
would have no objection to favorable con
sideration of the bill but suggests a reduction 
of the amount stated in the bill. The Air 
Force report outlines the basts for recovery 
in parallel situations and concluded that the 
figure of $12,000 would be reasonable. After 
a consideration of the situation including 
the long history of efforts by Mr. Heldman 
for recognition of his claim, the House com
mittee concluded that a figure of $15,000 
would provide adequate compensation. Ac
cordingly, the bill was approved by the House 
committee in the amount of $15,000. 

The committee concurs in the action taken 
by the House of Representatives and recom
mends favorable consideration of H.R. 12128, 
without amendment. 

AMENDMENT OF THE CONSOLI
DATED FARMERS HOME ADMIN
ISTRATION ACT 

The bill <H.R. 11547) to amend the 
Consolidated Farmers Home Administra
tion Act of 1961, as amended, to increase 
the loan limitation on certain loans was 
announced as next in order. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, before 
this bill is passed, let me say that I do 
not have any objection to its passage af
fecting loans from the Consolidated 
Farmers Home Administration but I op
posed the bill in committee. I am opposed 
to enactment of the bill but I have no 
objection to its consideration because I 
realize that we are in the last stages of 
this session and I would not want to ob
ject so that the disapproval of one Sena
tor would block Senate action on the 
bill. 

The bill was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the report 
(No. 91-1441), explaining the purposes of 
the measure. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 

SHORT EXPLANATION 

This bill would-
( 1) Increase the maximum Indebtedness 

against the farm or other security which 
could result from a farm ownership loan un
der the Consolidated Farmers Home Admin
istration Act of 1961 to $100,000 (from $60,-
000); 

(2) Extend veterans' preference for loans 
under that act to Vietnam era veterans; and 

(3) Exempt veterans from the requirement 
that borrowers have a farm background. 

NEED FOR INCREASING INDEBTEDNESS LIMIT 

Inflation in recent years has Increased the 
cost of an economic farm unit. The $60,000 
limit, which was enacted in 1961, is no longer 
adequate. 

COST 

While the bill would increase the maxi
mum limitation on individual Indebtedness, 
it may result in sounder loans and sounder 
farm operations. It is not anticipated, there
fore, that it will result in any additional 
Government cost. 

RANDALL L. TALBOT 

The bill <S. 1985) for the relief of 
Randall L. Talbot was considered, or
dered to be engrossed for a third reading, 
read the third time, and passed, as fol
lows: 

s. 1985 
Be tt enacted by the Senate and House 

of Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That Ran
dall L. Talbot, of Upper Marlboro, Maryland, 
is relieved of liabllity to the United States 
in the amount of $564.80, representing 
amounts received by him as reimbursement 
for costs Incurred in connection with the 
purchase of a new home incident to a change 
of official stations required by his employ
ment by the Government of the United 
States. In the audit and settlement of the 
amounts of any certifying or disbursing offi
cer of the United States, credit shall be given 
for amounts for which Uabillty is relieved by 
this section. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the report 
<No. 91-1458), explaining the purposes 
of the measure. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 

as follows: 
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PURPOSE 

The purpose of the b111 ts to relieve Ran
dall L. Talbot of liab111ty to the United States 
1n the amount of $564.80 which was paid to 
him by the Department of Labor in reim
bursement of expenses arising from the pur
chase of a new home Incident to a perma
nent change of official station as an em
ployee of this Department. 

STATEMENT 
The b111, S. 1985, bears the favorable en

dorsement of the Department of Lab.or. 
The facts of the case as contained in the 

departmental report are as follows: 
"Section 4.1d of Bureau of the Budget 

Circular No. A-56, as revised October 12, 
1966, Imposed a limitation of 1 year within 
which reimbursement may be obtained by a 
Federal employee for the expenses of the sale 
or purchase of a residence after the date of 
reporting for duty at a new official station. 
Section 1.3d of the same Budget circular per
mitted reimbursement of travel expenses 
which were paid within 2 years of the same 
change of official duty station. 

"Mr. Talbot reported for duty at his new 
official station on October 23, 1966. The set
tlement date for the purchase of his resi
dence at his new official station was Novem
ber 15, 1967, just 3 weeks In excess of 1 year 
after he reported for duty. 

"Mr. Talbot was advised by the Depart
ment that the controlling date governing 
the allowabillty of his claim would be the 
date on which he contracted to buy the new 
home-April 25, 1967, rather than the settle
ment date. Accordingly, reimbursement of 
$564.80 was made to Mr. Talbot by the De
partment of Labor. Exception to the pay
ment was taken by the U.S. General Ac
counting Office and Mr. Talbot is making 
payments of $21.72 biweekly through payroll 
deductions to liquidate the indebtedness to 
the United States. 

"In view of the misunderstanding by this 
Department and Mr. Talbot of the time 
within which Mr. Talbot could be reimbursed 
for the expenses incurred 1n purchasing a 
new home after a permanent change of of
ficial station, and the very brief period of 3 
weeks Involved, I favor S. 1985 as the only 
means of correcting a misunderstanding 
which has resulted in hardship for Mr. Tal
bot." 

In agreement with the views of the De
partment the committee recommends the 
bill favorably. 

AMENDING THE INTERNAL REVE
NUE CODE RELATING TO DIS
TILLED SPffiiTS 

The bill (H.R. 10517) to amend certain 
provisions of the Internal Revenue Code 
of 1954 relating to distilled spirits, and 
for other purposes, was announced as 
next in order. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment at the desk. I ask that I 
may be permitted to have it considered 
because I understood from the leader
ship and the Finance Committee that 
there was no objection at all to its 
consideration. The amendment is printed 
and is now at the desk. I shall explain 
it briefiy. 

Mr President, I am perfectly willing 
for the bill to be passed with a brief 
explanation which may want every 
Senator to have it passed. 

There was a provision for the admis
sion of imported spirits and that was so 
interpreted as to prevent Bacardi com
ing from the Virgin Islands or Puerto 
Rico which are parts of the United States 

as being imported for storage and being 
handled as such spirits imported from 
France or Italy or other foreign nations 
would be imported. 

The Committee on Taxation, the 
chairman of the Finance Committee, the 
ranking majority member-and the 
Treasury, by the way, all requested this 
amendment, and I would like for the 
amendment to be reported. I think it 
would be clear that is all that will be 
accomplished by it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will state the amendment. The 
assistant legislative clerk read as follows: 

At the end of the bUl insert the following 
new section: 
"SEC 7. AMENDMENTS OF SECTION 5232. 

"(a) The first sentence of section 5232(a) 
(relating to transfer of imported distUled 
spirits) is amended to read as follows: 'Dis
tUled spirits imported or brought into the 
United States in bulk containers may, under 
such regulations as the Secretary shall pre
scribe, be withdrawn from customs custody 
and transferred in such bulk containers or 
by pipeline to the bonded premises of a. dis
tilled spirits plant without payment of the 
internal revenue tax imposed on such dis
tllled spirits.' 

"(b) Section 5232(b) (relating to with
drawals) is amended by strik.1ng out 'Im
ported distUled spirits' and inserting in lieu 
thereof 'Distllled spirits'.'' 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Sen a tor from Florida. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
The amendment was ordered to be en

grossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time and 
passed. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in 
the RECORD an excerpt from the report 
(No. 91-1468), explaining the purposes of 
the measure. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

I. SUMMARY 

The bill, H.R. 10517, makes a series of 
amendments to the distilled spirits tax pro
visions of the Internal Revenue Code, which 
in general are designed to remove restric
tions no longer needed for effective enforce
ment of the revenue and regulatory aspects 
of these provisions. They can be summarized 
as follows: 

( 1) The bill extends the circumstances 
under which refunds, etc., of tax may be 
made in the case of losses from accidents 
occurring on distilled spirits plant premises. 

(2) The bill permits voluntary destruction 
of distilled spirits in other situations, in ad
dition to those now allowed. This voluntary 
destruction at present is permitted only be
fore completion of bottling; the blll permits 
destruction after completion of bottling so 
long as the distilled spirits are on the bottling 
premises. 

(3) Under present law, where voluntary 
destruction is permitted, refund, etc., is al~ 
lowed for the basic $10.50-a-gallon tax on 
distilled spirits; :the bill also authorizes re
fund, etc., of the taxes on rectification. 

(4) The bUl liberalizes the application of 
the loss provisions of present law relating to 
accidents, casualties, evaporation, etc., and 
of this bill (No. 1, above) 1n the case of dls
tllled spirits returned from the market to 
their initial bottling premises. 

( 5) The bill provides a. mechanism whereby 
foreign embassies (and others who may ac-

quire imported distilled spirits without pay
ment of internal revenue taxes and customs 
duties) may acquire domestic distilled spirits 
without payment of internal revenue taxes. 

(6) Present law imposes expensive penal 
bond requirements when distilled spirits 
premises are subject to involuntary liens 
(such a.s mechanic's liens), even where the 
liens are in small amounts. The bill permits 
the proprietor of a distilled spirits plant to 
protect the interest of the Government in 
such a case by filing a bond in the amount 
of the Involuntary lien, without the neces
sity of filing a bond for the entire value of 
the property subject to the involuntary lien. 

(7) To permit more efficient use of bottling 
fac111ties, the b111 permits distilled spirits to 
be treated as though bottled in bond, even 
though bottled in the regular bottling plant 
premises, if the bottling is done under strict 
Internal Revenue Service supervision and if 
the appropriate proof, etc., requirements are 
met. 

The Treasury Department has Indicated 
that it has no objection to the enactmeni 
of this blll. 

Il. GENERAL EXPLANATION 
A. Accidental losses of distilled spirits (first 

section of the bill and sec. 5008(c) of 
the code) 

Present law.-The internal revenue tax on 
distilled spirits generally is determined when 
the spirits are withdrawn from bond. Refund 
(credit, abatement or remission) of this tax 
may be made when dist1lled spirits which 
are withdrawn for rectification or bottling 
are lost either: (1) by accident during re
moval to the bottling premises or (2) by 
flood, fire, or other disaster before removal 
from the premises of the distilled spirits 
plant (to which the spirits were removed 
from bond). 

In addition, refund, etc., may be made as 
to losses (including those from accidents or 
evaporation) occurring before the completion 
of the bottling process if they resulted from 
authorized rectifying or bottling procedures. 
However, these losses are allowable only if 
they do not, for the fiscal year, exceed a 
maximum loss allowance schedule set forth 
in the code. 

General reasons for change.-The commit
tee concluded that present law is too restric
tive with regard to losses occurring on the 
dist1lled spirits plant premises. In 1968, re
fund, etc., was permitted as to "casualty" 
losses occurring after completion of the bot
tling process but before removal from the 
distilled spirits plant. The committee be
lieves it is appropriate to provide essentially 
the same type of treatment in the case of 
other large accidental losses. Since refund, 
etc., Will be allowed under this provision 
only as to losses occurring before removal 
from the distllled spirits plant premises, no 
adininistrative difficulties are foreseen. 

Explanation of provisions.-The blll allows 
refund, etc., of the basic distllled spirits tax 
($10.50 per gallon, imposed by sec. 5001 (a) 
( 1) ) if an accidental loss occurs on the dis
tilled spirits plant premises 1n those cases 
where the loss from a. single accident 
amounts to a.t least 10 proof gallons. This 
permits the filing of claims on an individual 
claim basis without regard to the maximum 
loss allowance schedules referred to a.bove.1 

As a practical Inatter, the most significant 
effects ot this change are to permit refund, 
etc., of the tax: whether or not the loss is 
incident to the bottling process, and also 
even though it m.ay occur a.tter completion 
of that process. In these cases the bill also 
allows the loss without regard to the ma.xi
mum loss allowance schedule. 

1 Losses o! less than 10 proo! gallons, for 
which refunds, etc., are allowable under the 
maximum loss allowance schedule of present 
law, will continue to be allowable under that 
schedule. 
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B. Voluntary destruction of distilled spirits 

(sec. 2(a) of the bill and sec. 5008(b) of 
the code) 

Present law.-Present law permits the In
ternal Revenue Service to refund (credit, 
abate or remit) the $10.50-per-ga.llon distilled 
spirits tax where voluntary destruction of 
distilled spirits occurs before, but not after, 
the completion of bottling. The destruction 
may occur only where the proprietor finds 
the spirits unsuitable for use. 

Voluntary destruction may be .accom
plished under these provisions only after ap
plication to the Internal Revenue Service for 
the destruction, after gauging to accurately 
determine the amount to be destroyed, and 
where the destruction occurs under Service 
supervision. 

General reasons for change.-The com
mittee concluded that the present provisions 
regarding voluntary destruction of tax-paid 
or tax-determined distilled spirits are un
necessarily restrictive, in light of the exist
ing authority of the Service to require ad
vance application, gauging, and supervision. 
So long as such authority continues to be 
properly exercised, the committee concluded 
that many of the other restrictions of present 
law could be substantially relaxed. 

Explanation of provisions.-The bill re
moves the requirement that the decision to 
destroy the distilled spirits must be made 
before completion of bottling, but con
tinues to require that at the time of destruc
tion the distilled spirits be on the bottling 
premises to which they had been removed 
from bond for the refund, etc., to be avail
able. Voluntary destruction is to be per
mitted whether those distllled spirits are on 
the bottling premises because: ( 1) bottling 
had not been completed (as under present 
law); {2) bottling had been completed but 
the bottled distilled spirits had not been 
removed from the premises; or (3) the dis
tllled spirits had been removed but were re
turned to the bottling premises to which they 
had been origina.lly removed from bond.2 

To fa.cillta.te administration the blll retains 
the requirement that the distilled spirits 
be on the bottling premises to which they 
were removed from bond, rather than on 
other bottling premises. 

Present law premits refund, etc., of only 
the basic distilled spirits tax (sec. 6001 (a) 
( 1) ) in the case of voluntary destruction. 
The committee concluded that there is no 
more reason to retain the rectification taxes 
(imposed under sections 5021, 5022, and 5023 
at the rates of 30 cents per proof gallon, or 
$1.92 per wine gallon, depending upon the 
applicable provisions) than there was to 
retain the basic tax of $10.50 per gallon in 
such circumstances. Accordingly, the bill 
provides that the rectification tax may be 
refunded, etc., in the case of voluntary de
struction, in addition to the basic tax. 

The bill also removes the requirement of 
present law that the proprietor make a find
ing that the distilled spirits are "unsuitable 
for the purpose for which intended to be 
used." Since this presently is only a finding 
of the taxpayer, it is in fact largely a matter 
of form. 
a. Returning of distilled spirits (sees. 2(b) 

and (c) of the bill and sees. 5008(c) and 
5215 of the code) 

Present law.-Under present law distilled 
spirits returned to bottling premises are not 
eligible for refund (or credit, abatement or 
remission) of taxes on account of the vari
ous types of losses allowed under present 
law (sec. 5008). Moreover, presently distilled 
spirits may be returned to bonded premises 
(i.e., the point before which a tax is deter-

2 Under existing law (sees. 5044 and 5056 
of the code) , wine and beer may be returned 
and destroyed and taxes be refunded, etc., 
under circumstances similar to those pro
vided in this bill as to distilled spirits. 

mined or paid) only if they had been with
drawn in bulk containers, are later found 
unsuitable before removal from their origi
nal containers, and, immediately upon re
turn, are destroyed, redistllled, denatured, 
or mingled. 

General reasons for change.-The com
mittee concluded that appropriate adminis
tration of the distllled spirits tax and regu
latory provision.s does not require such 
stringent limitations on the return of dis
tllled spirits to bonded premises. It believes 
that so long as there is an opportunity for 
adequate supervision by Internal Revenue 
Service personnel and proper gauging and 
recordkeeping of the distilled spirits 
returned, the returns ought to be permitted 
and, in general, treated thereafter as though 
the returned dist1lled spirits had never left 
the bonded or bottling premises. However, 
these liberalized rules do not permit storage 
of distllled spirits in violation of the require
ment (sec. 5006(a) (2)) that the tax on dis
tilled spirits be determined within 20 years 
from the original entry for storage in bonded 
premises. 

Explanation of provisions.-The bill per
mits distllled spirits returned to bottling 
premises to be treated, for purposes of the 
various loss provisions (under sec. 5008(c)) 
as though they had not been removed from 
the bottling premises. (One of the changes 
discussed above made by section 2 (a.) of the 
bill, also permits distilled spirits returned to 
bottling prermses to be eligible for refund, 
etc., of tax upon voluntary destruction.) 
The blll also permits distilled spirits to be 
returned to bonded premises (with refund, 
etc., of tax under sec. 5008{d) of the code) 
and thereafter to generally be treated as 
though they had not left the bonded prem
ises. 

Dist1lled spirits to qualify under this pro
vision are to be returned only to the bottling 
premises frcm which they were removed. 
Upon return, they are to be dumped and 
gauged in order to accurately determine the 
amount of the distllled spirits returned. 
Thereafter, those distilled spirits would be 
eligible for refund. etc., of tax in the case 
of losses in the same manner as distllled 
spirits which had not been removed from the 
bottling premises. (See discussion above, un
der Accidental losses of distille4 spirits, for 
a summary of the manner in which taxes 
may be refunded, etc., in the case of various 
kinds of losses.' 

The bill also eliminates as no longer nec
essary several of the requirements of exist
ing law under which distilled spirits may 
be returned to bounded premises under this 
provision. First, the distilled spirits may be 
returned to the bonded premises even 
though they are no longer in their original 
container (for example, if they have been 
bottled or otherwise packaged for retail.• 
Second, they may be returned even though 
they were not removed in bulk containers 
(for example, if they have been bottled in 
bond). ThirC1, they may be returned without 
requiring that the proprietor find the spirits 
unsuitable for the use intended. 

a The provision of the blll discussed in this 
paragraph replaces sec. 5008 (c) ( 5) of the 
code, an unrelated provision which has be
come obsolete. 

4 Since the blll eliminates the require
ment that the distllled spirits be returned 
in their original bulk containers, it also 
strikes out, as no longer needed, the special 
rule under which pipelines may be treated 
as such containers. However, since other al
coholic ingredients (such as wines) may have 
been added a!ter removal !rom t-he original 
container and since refund, etc., should not 
be allowed for these ingredients at the dis
tilled spirits tax ra.te, this privilege o! re
turning to bonded premises 1s not to be 
available for any products to which alcoholic 
ingredients other than taxpa.id distllled spir
its have been added. 

In addition distllled spirits returned to 
bonded pretn.U;es under this provision need 
not be "immediately" destroyed (sec. 5008), 
denatured {sec. 5241). redist1lled (sec. 5223), 
or mingled (sec. 5234) . The last change is 
intended to permit accumulation for short 
periods of time so that the denaturation, 
redistillation, or mingling may be accom
plished in quantities suffi.ciently large to 
make the operation economically worth
while. Removal of this "immediacy" re
quirement is not intended to be applied in 
such a manner as to enable the storage of 
the returned distilled spirits in bonded 
premises. 

Finally, this provision permits mingling 
of the distilled spirits upon return to bonded 
premises where they are heterogeneous With 
the spirits with which the mingling occurs 
in accordance with the detailed mingling 
provisions of section 5234(a.) (1) (B). As a 
result, the only mingling not permitted in 
the case of the returned dist1lled spirits 1s 
that described under section 5234(a.) (1) (C), 
relating to homogeneous spirits; this is be
cause the mingling, which is one frequently 
for further storage in bond, may result in 
avoidance of the "20-year force-out" rule re
ferred to above, a.n.d this provision is not 
intended either to change that rule or to 
otherwise permit additional storage in bond. 

D. Distilled spirits for use of foreign em-
bassies, legations, etc. (sec. 3 of the bill 
and new sec. 5066 of the code) 

Present law.-Under present law, distilled 
spirlts may be withdrawn from bond tax
free tax for export. Dis.t1lled spirits upon 
which tax has been paid or determined may 
be exported and the owner may receive re
payment of the tax by way of drawback. 

Imported dist1lled spirits are subject to 
the same taxes that would have been paid 
on those items had they been produced in 
the United States. However, items may be 
imported tax-tree for the official or family 
use of foreign governments, public interna
tional organizations, and certain individuals 
associated with those governments and or
ganizations. This exemption from tax on im
ported items does not extend to exemption 
from the internal revenue taxes on a. domes
tically produced item of the same or similar 
type. 

General reasons for change.-Presently, if 
a bottle of distllled spirits is exported and 
then returned to the United States and with
drawn from customs by representatives of a. 
foreign government, then neither the inter
nal revenue tax nor the customs duty need 
be paid. However, it normally is not eco
nomically feasible to export an item and 
then import it. Also, such transactions on a 
significant scale would ca.st doubt upon the 
'bona fides of the original exportation and 
might result in a determination that the dls
tllled spirits should have been taxed in the 
first place. 

In contrast, a. bottle of distilled spirits pro
duced in a foreign country, imported into the 
United States, and withdrawn for proper pur
poses by a representative of a. foreign govern
ment would bear less transportation costs 
and would clearly be exempt from both cus
toms duties and our internal revenue taxes 
on distilled spirits. The result is that repre
sentatives of foreign governments find it sig
nificantly less expensive to import foreign 
dlstllled spirits than to buy domestic dis
tilled spirits. 

The purpose of this provision is to enable 
domestic dist1lled spirits to compete in this 
segment of the market. In effect, this pro
vision permits domestically produced distilled 
spirits placed 1n customs warehouses to be 
treated in the same manner as imported dis
tllled spirlts for purposes of making them 
available to foreign embassies on a competi
tive basis. Distilled spirits entered into cus
toms bonded warehouses and then with
drawn for other purposes would be subject to 
customs duties. 
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Distilled spirits (whether domestic or im

ported) are allowed to be withdrawn by em
bassies free of tax on the basis that they are 
tor the use of the embassy. In view of the 
indication that some lesser employees of em
bassies have in the past resold distilled spirits 
illegally, the committee believes the Internal 
Revenue Service should keep a record of dis
tllled spirits (whether domestic or imported) 
which the embassies obtain free of tax. If 
there is any indication that an unusual un
explained volume of distilled spirits was ob
tained free of tax, the Service should report 
the matter to the committee with suggestions 
as to legislative changes needed to deal with 
the problem. 

Explanation of provisions.-This provision 
specifies that distilled spirits bottled in bond 
may be withdrawn from bonded premises and 
transferred to customs bo!lded warehouses 
without payment of tax for the use of for
eign governments, public international or
ganizations, and individuals who are entitled 
to withdraw imported distilled spirits from 
these warehouses tree of tax. (As provided in 
items 822.10, 822.20, 822.30, and 822.40 of part 
2 and items 841.10 and 841.20 of part 3 of 
schedule 8 of the Tariff Schedules of the 
United States (TSUS), 19 U.S.C. 1202.) Dis
tilled spirits upon which tax has been paid 
(or determined) also may be entered into one 
of these warehouses for the same purpose. 
Where this is done they are to be treated as 
having been exported (and thus eligible for 
drawback of tax) at the time they are entered 
into the warehouses. 

Domestic distilled spirits which have been 
entered into customs bonded warehouses 
under these provisions may be withdrawn 
from those warehouses free of tax for con
sumption in the United States by repre
sentatives of the foreign governments, etc., 
who are entitled to withdraw from such 
warehouses free of customs duties. They 
must be withdrawn by the person entitled 
to withdraw for the official or family use 
of that person; they may not be withdrawn 
as an accommodation for other people, for 
sale, or for consumption outside the United 
States. 

Domestic distilled spirits whic:n have been 
entered into customs bonded warehouses 
under this provision tax-free (or upon draw
back of tax) may be withdrawn for regular 
domestic use. However, where this occurs 
they wm then be treated as American goods 
exported and returned, and customs duties 
must be paid in amounts equal to the in
ternal revenue taxes that otherwise would 
have applied. (See item 804.00 of part 1 of 
schedule 8, TSUS.) Distllled spirits with
drawn from a customs bonded warehouse 
which are improperly withdrawn or which 
are sold or improperly used, and any persons 
improperly withdrawing or selling, or im
properly using such spirits, will be subject to 
all the provisions of law relating to taxa;ble 
distllled spirits (including those imposing 
taxes) providing for forfeitures, and other
wise providing criminal or civil sanctions. 
E. Involuntary liens on distilleries, etc. (sec. 

4 of the bill and sec. 5173(b) of the 
code) 

Present law.-The basic $10.50-per-gallon 
tax on distilled spirits is a first lien on the 
distillery used for producing the distilled 
spirits, the stills, vessels, and fixtures in the 
distillery, the land on which the dist1llery 
is located, and any bu1ld1ngs on the land. If 
any part of that property is ~ncumbered by 
any other lien, then the distiller is required 
to file a penal bond in an 81ID.ount equal to 
the appraised value of the property subject 
to that other lien, up to a maximum of 
$300,000. This filing has the effect of lifting 
the statutory lien. 

General reasons for change.-A conse
quence of the present law is that 1f property 
subject to the tax lien on the distillery (de
scribed above) is encumbered by a judg
ment lien for any amount, even i:f very small 

in comparison with the value of the prop
erty and even if the judgment is almost cer
tain to be satisfied entirely out of other 
assets of the distiller, then the distiller must 
file a bond for up to $300,000. 

The committee, of cowrse, is concerned 
that the interests of the United States in 
collecting the taxes due it should be properly 
proteoted. However, this penal bond provis
ion results at times in requiring expenditures 
to secure a bond in an amount that is un
reasonable relative to the protection needed 
by the Government. For example, a $100 
mechanic's lien may result in payment of 
many times that amount in order to secure 
a $300,000 bond. 

Accordingly, this provision specifies that in 
involuntary lien situations the bond required 
to be filed need be only as large as is needed 
to protect the interest of the United States. 

Explanation of provisions.-If a judgment 
or other lien is imposed on the distillery 
property upon which the United States has 
a first lien (under sec. 5004(b} (1) of the 
code) for the $10.50-per-gallon distilled 
spirits tax, and this judgment or other lien 
is imposed without the consent of the dis
tiller, then the distiller may satisfy the ad
ditional penal bonding requirement to pro
tect the United States by filing a bond in 
the amount of the judgment or other lien. 

This will have no effect in the case of 
judgments or other liens larger than 
$300,000. However, in the case of smaller 
judgments or liens it will permit the dis
tiller to file (and to pay the cost of) a 
commensurately smaller bond so long as the 
bond is large enough to assure that the in
terests of the United States have not been 
decreased by the judgment or other lien. 

F. Bottling in bond (sec. 5 oj the bill and 
sec. 5178 of the code) 

Present Zaw.-Although most bottling of 
distilled spirits is done on the bottling prem
ises after the distilled spirits have been 
withdrawn from bond on payment (or de
termination) of tax, present law permits 
bottling in bond under certain oircum
stances. The bottling of distilled spirits in 
bond must be done under the supervision 
of assigned Internal Revenue Service person
nel, the spirits must be at least 100 proof if 
for domestic use and at least 80 proof if for 
export, the sp~rits must have been kept in 
bond in wooden containers at least 4 years, 
and the other conditions and requirements 
of section 5233 of the code must be met. 

General reasons for change.--As indicated 
above, most dist1lled spirits ale not bottled 
in bond. Many distillers do not have a suffi
cient volume of operations to economically 
maintain bottling facilities within the bond
ed premises in addition to, and separate 
from, the facilities on their bottling prem
ises. To permit more economical operations, 
the b111 authorizes the use of a distlller's 
regular bottling facilities to produce "bottled 
in bond" distilled spirits under such super
vision as is necessary to ensure that the prod
uct meets the same requirements as to proof, 
etc., as are imposed in the case of dist1Ued 
spirits bottled in the distiller's bonded 
premises. 

Explanation of provisions.-This provision 
permits a product to be stamped and labeled 
as distilled spirits bottled on bonded premises 
even though a proprietor of a distilled spirits 
plant uses bottling facilities outside of his 
bonded premises, but only if the bottling 
occurs under the same supervision required 
for, and in accordance with the conditions 
and requirements applicable to, distllled 
spirits bottled in bond. The taxes on dist1lled 
spirits bottled under these provisions will 
continue to be determined on withdrawal 
from bonded premises and before bottling. 
G. Effective dates (sec. 6 of the bill) 

The amendments made by this bill are to 
take effect on the first day of the first calen-

dar month which begins more than 90 days 
after the date of enactment of the blll. 

The provisions dealing with losses and 
voluntary destruction apply to losses and 
voluntary destruction occurring on or after 
that date; those treating returned distilled 
spirits as though they had not been with
drawn from the bonded or bottling premises, 
apply to returns of distilled spirits on or after 
that date; those dealing with bonds required 
in the case of involuntary liens apply to 
bonds filed on or after that date without 
regard to the time when the judgement or 
other lien may have arisen. 

Mr. HOLLAND subsequently said: Mr. 
President, some moments ago the Sen
ate took up and passed H.R. 10517, an 
act to amend certain provisions of the 
Internal Revenue Code. Attached there
to at my urgent request was an amend
ment. 

I find that I have a copy of the letter 
which I wrote on July 7 to the distin
guished chairman of the Finance Com
mittee, the Senator from Louisiana <Mr. 
LONG) describing the situation upon the 
basis of which that amendment was 
passed, on the basis of which he told 
me there would be no objection to the 
amendment. I ask unanimous consent 
that the letter be printed in the RECORD 
at the appropriate place. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS, 

Washington, D.C., July 7, 1970. 
Hon. RusSELL LONG, 
Chairman, Committee on Finance, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR RUSSELL: I have been advised that 
when the Internal Revenue Laws were 
amended by the Act of September 22, 1968, 
Public Law 90-630, 82 Stat. 1328, effective 
February 1, 1969, Section 5232(a) I.R.C. was 
amended, authorizing the entry of imported 
distilled spirits in bulk containers into In
ternal Revenue bonded warehouses. 

By an oversight, when the legislation was 
considered, distilled spirits produced in the 
Virgin Islands and Puerto Rico were over
looked. 

It is my understanding that the Internal 
Revenue Service has recommended that Sec
tion 5232(a) and (b) be amended to correct 
this oversight. In its recommendation to 
Congress, I.R.S. stated: 

"Existing law makes provision for dis
tilled spirits imported in bulk but does not 
similarly provide with respect to distilled 
spirits brought in from Puerto Rico or the 
Virgin Islands However, existing law does 
provide similar treatment for cigars and cig
arettes brought in from Puerto Rico or the 
Virgin Island as is accorded to imported 
cigars and cigarettes. 

"There appears to be no substantial rea
son to provide less favored treatment to dis
tilled spirits brought in from Puerto Rico 
and the Virgin Islands than is accorded to 
imported products. The taxes imposed un
der section 7652 would when collected be 
paid over as provided in "this section." 

It is my understanding that the proposed 
amednments to Sections 5232 (a) and (b) 
I.R.C. have been incorporated into HR 
17971, a bill to simplify the Internal Re
venue Code of 1954, introduced on June 9, 
1970 by Congressman Mills. These amend
ments appear in Section 524 on page 140 
of the bill and are as follows: 
"SEC. 524 . .AMENDMENTS OF SECTION 5232. 

"(a) The first sentence of section 5232(a) 
(relating to transfer of imported distilled 
spirits) is amended to read as follows: "Dis 
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tilled spirits imported or brought into the 
lJn1teC1 States in bulk containers may, under 
such regulations as the Secretary shall pre
scribe, be withdrawn from customs custody 
and transferrd in such bulk containers or by 
pipeline to the bonded premises of a distilled 
spirits plant without payment of the internal 
revenue tax imposed on such distilled 
spirits.' 

"(b) Section 5232(b) (relating to with
drawals) is amended by writing out 'im
ported distilled spirits' and inserting in lieu 
thereof 'Distilled Spirits'." 

Due to the very magnitude of HR 17971, 
containing 173 pages, it is doubtful that the 
legislation will be enacted in this Congress. 

There is urgent need for the passage of the 
proposed amendments to Section 5232 (a) 
and (b) I.R.C. in order to relieve the burden
some discrimination against Puerto Rican 
and Virgin Islands distilled spirits. And I 
might add that the Bacardi Corporation 
which imports in bulk from Puerto Rico is 
planning new facilities in Jacksonville, 
Florida, containing some 53,000 sq. ft. at the 
initial cost of $4.5 million, and will employ 
a minimum of 50 persons and as the volume 
grows, more people will be employed and the 
plant expanded. This will add greatly to the 
economy of that area. However, full utiliza
tion of the plan will be dependent upon the 
proposed amendments to Section 5232 (a) 
and (b) I.R.C. 

In view of the foregoing, I respectfully re
quest that your Committee give favorable 
consideration to amending HR 10517, passed 
by the House on July 6, 1970, and dealing 
entirely with amendments to distilled spirits 
provisions of the Internal Revenue Code of 
1954, to include these amendments to Sec
tion 5232 (a) and (b), as stated above, 
and thereby correct the oversight in the 
passage of Public Law 90-630, 82 Stat. 1328. 

With kind regards, I remain 
Your faithfully, 

SPESSARD L. HOLLAND. 
P.S.-I am enclosing a copy of a letter 

dated July 3, 1970 from Charles D. Towers, 
Jr., of the law firm Rogers, Towers, Ba.iley 
Jones and Gay of Jacksonville, Florida. You 
will find this self-explanatory. 

S.L.H. 

MRS. PEARL C. DAVIS 
The bil'l (H.R. 7264) for the relief of 

Mrs. Pearl C. Davis was considered, or
dered to a third reading, read the third 
time, and passed. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent to have printed in the 
RECORD an excerpt from the report <No. 
91-1485), explaining the purposes of the 
measure. 

There being no objection, the excerpt 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

PURPOSE 

The purpose of the proposed legislation is 
to provide that for the purposes of determin
ing the entitlement of Mrs. Pearl C. Davis, of 
New Haven, Conn., to widow's insurance 
benefits under section 202 (e) of the Social 
Security Act on the basis of the wages and 
self-employment income of her late husband 
Alver C. Davis at the time she first filed ap
plication for such benefits in 1954. There 
shall be paid to the said Mrs. Pearl C. Davis, 
in a lump sum from the Federal Old-Age and 
Survivors Insurance Trust Fund, an amount 
equal to the totaJ. of the additional widow's 
insurance benefits (for the period beginning 
with the month of April 1955, and ending 
with the month preceding the first month 
for which she was entitled to such benefits 
without regard to this act) to which are pay
able to her by reason of the preceding sen
tence. 

STATEMENT 

The bill, H.R. 7264, would make it possible 
for Mrs. Pearl C. Davis, to be deemed to have 
established that she was the legal widow of 
Alver C. Davis at the time she first applied 
for widow's benefits in April 1954. The bill 
would further make it possible to pay Mrs. 
Davis an amount equal to the widow's bene
fits she would have received from the period 
April 1955 to November 1962. The informa
tion supplied to the committee indicates that 
Mrs. Pearl C. Davis is advanced in years and 
her understanding of matters such as this is 
limited so that her comprehension of the 
formal requirement of claims and appeals 
inhibited her attempts to secure widow's ben
efits. It appears that it was not until she re
ceived the assistance of an attorney that the 
relatively simple proof required in this case 
was submitted and her entitlement to bene
fits was confirmed. 

The attempts by Mrs. Davis to secure wid
ow's benefits date back to April 1954 when 
she reached age 65 and applied for social se
curity widow's benefits based on the earnings 
record of Alvert Davis (account No. 044-12-
3912). Because Mrs. Davis falled to submit 
proof of her marriage to Mr. Davis and toes
tablish that she was his legal widow, her 
claim was disallowed and a notice of the dis
allowance was sent to her on June 16, 1954. 

On September 23, 1954, Mrs. Davis filed a 
new application for widow's benefits. Since 
she again failed to submit proof of her mar
riage to Mr. Davis and to establish that she 
was his legal widow, her claim was disal
lowed. A notice of the second disallowance 
was sent to her on January 26, 1955. 

On both of these occasions she was advised 
of her right to appeal the decision made in 
her case, but she did not avail herself of this 
right. 

The most apparent and truthful answer 
seems to be that she simply did not under
stand the meaning of the word and had con
siderable difficulty even appreciating the rea
son for her denial. In lieu of any appeal, she 
persisted in making applications on a. some
what rapid-fire basis. 

Efforts were made by the Social Security 
Administration to assist Mrs. Davis to de
velop proof of her marriage by checking with 
the Bureau of Vital Statistics in New York 
City and by trying to locate records at the 
church in which Mrs. Davis alleged she was 
married; the results of these contacts proved 
negative. 

Mrs. Davis again filed an application on 
November 27, 1963, for widow's insurance 
benefits, and submitted a warranty deed 
dated September 20, 1938, which she had 
witnessed as Mrs. Pearl C. Davis. On March 
17, 1964, after she had been advised that she 
stlll had not submitted proof that she was 
the legal widow of Mr. Davis, Mrs. Davis 
asked that her claims not be pressed any 
further, and accordingly her claim was dis
allowed. 

Mrs. Davis and her attorney later appealed 
this decision, however, and submitted fur
ther evidence, which showed that Mr. and 
Mrs. Davis had in 1942 and 1943 filed joint 
tax returns. A letter from the Metropolitan 
Life Insurance Co. stated that Mrs. Pearl c. 
Davis was designated as Alver C. Davis' 
beneficiary and shown as his wife on an in
surance policy issued prior to his death, and 
statements by two neighbors that the couple 
were always known as husband and wife were 
also submitted. 

On the basis of the evidence submitted, it 
was determined that Mrs. Davis was the legal 
widow of Alver C. Davis and was therefore 
entitled to benefits based on her application 
of November 1963. Section 202(j) (1) of the 
Social Security Act provides that benefits are 
payable for up to 12 months preceding the 
month in which an application is filed if the 
individual could have been entitled to bene-

fits for that period had he applied. Novem
ber 1962 was therefore the first month for 
which Mrs. Davis was entitled to social se
curity benefits. 

Mrs. Davis and her attorney have appealed 
this decision and have requested that she 
be paid benefits from Apr11 1955, rather than 
from November 1962. 

The House Committee reviewed the history 
of this case and concluded that it is a proper 
subject for legislative relief. The issue in 
this case is not Mrs. Davis' right to bene
fits for it has been established that she was, 
in fact, a. widow eligible to benefits under 
the Social Security Act. She was just as eli
gible at the date of her first application as 
she was when benefits began to be paid to 
her. These benefits were intended to aid and 
protect widows like Mrs. Davis. The commit
tee is in agreement with the House Com
mittee that this bill is meritorious and ac
cordingly recommends favorable considera
tion of H.R. 7264 without amendment. 

HENRY HOLLAND BUCKMAN LOCK 
The bill <H.R. 956) to rename a lock 

of the Cross-Florida Barge Canal the 
Henry Holland Buckman lock was con
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

TOTTEN TRAIL PUMPING 
STATION 

The bill (H.R. 3107) to officially desig
nate the Totten Trail pumping station 
was considered, ordered to a third read
ing, read the third time, and passed. 

LAKE KOOCANUSA 
The bill (H.R. 7334) to designate the 

lake formed by the waters impounded by 
the Libby Dam, Mont., as Lake Kooca
nusa was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 

COFFEEVILLE LOCK AND DAM 
The bill <H.R. 8933) to provide that 

the lock and dam referred to as the 
Jackson lock and dam on the Tombig
bee River, Ala., shall hereafter be known 
as the Coffeeville lock and dam was con
sidered, ordered to a third reading, read 
the third time, and passed. 

LAKE OCKLAWAHA 
The bill (H.R. 12564) to rename a pool 

of the Cross-Florida Barge Canal "Lake 
Ocklawaha" was considered, ordered to 
a third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

LITTLE GOOSE LOCK AND DAM 
The bill (H.R. 13862) to authorize the 

naming of the reservoir to be created by 
the Little Goose lock and dam, Snake 
River, Wash., in honor of the late Dr. 
Enoch A. Bryan was considered, ordered 
to a third reading, read the third time, 
and passed. 

JOHN H. OVERTON LOCK AND DAM 
The bill <H.R. 14683) to designate as 

the John H. Overton lock and dam the 
lock and dam authorized to be con-
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structed on the Red River near Alex
andria, La., was considered, ordered to a 
,third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

MICHAEL J . KIRWAN DAM 
AND RESERVOffi 

The bill (H.R. 18858) to change the 
name of the West Branch Dam and Res
ervoir, Mahoning River, Ohio, to the 
Michael J. Kirwan Dam and Reservoir 
was considered, ordered to a third read
ing, read the third tlme, and passed. 

BLUE LAKE 

The bill <H.R. 19855) to designate the 
lake formed by the waters impounded by 
the Butler Valley Dam, Calif., as Blue 
Lake was considered, ordered to a third 
reading, read the third time, and passed. 

CONSENT TO THE CITY OF BOSTON, 
MASS., TO CONSTRUCT, MAIN
TAIN, AND OPERATE A CAUSEWAY 
AND FIXED-SPAN BRIDGE IN FORT 
POINT CHANNEL 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of Calendar 
No. 1518, H.R. 17750. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

A bill (H.R. 17750) to grant the consent 
of Congress to the City of Boston to con
struct, maintain, and operate a causeway 
and a fixed-span bridge in Fort Point Chan
nel, Boston, Massachusetts. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Massachusetts? The Chair hears 
none, and it is so ordered. 

The bill was considered, ordered to a 
third reading, read the third time, and 
passed. 

PROHIBITING CERTAIN USES OF 
LIKENESSES OF THE U.S. SEAL 
AND SEALS OF THE PRESIDENT 
AND VICE PRESIDENT 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the Senate pro
ceed to the consideration of Calendar No. 
1519. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
will be stated by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

A bill (H.R. 14645) to amend title 18 of the 
United States Code to prohibit uses of like
nesses of the Great Seal of the United States, 
and of the Seals of the President and Vice 
President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Nebraska? 

There being no objection, the Senate 
proceeded to consider the bill which had 
been reported from the Committee on 
the Judiciary with amendments on page 
3, after line 10, insert: 

(1) by adding the following clause after 
the second clause thereof: "protect the per-

son of a visiting head of a foreign state or 
foreign government and, at the direction of 
the President, other distinguished foreign 
visitors to the United States and official rep
resentatives of the United States performing 
special missions abroad;" and 

(2) by striking the words "Chief, Deputy 
Chief, Assistant Chief" and inserting in lieu 
thereof "Director, Deputy Director, Assistant 
Directors, Assistants to the Director". 

And, after line 22, insert: 
SEc. 5. Section 3056 of title 18, United 

States Code, as amended by section 4 of this 
Act, shall be subject to Reorganization Plan 
Numbered 26 of 1950 (64 Stat. 1280). 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ments. 

The amendments were agreed to. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 

be no further amendments to be pro
posed, the question is on the engrossment 
of the amendments and the third read
ing of the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 

having been read the third time, the 
question is, Shall it pass? 

The bill (H.R. 14645) was passed. 
The title was amended, so as to read: 

"To amend title 18 of the United States 
Code to prohibit certain uses of like
nesses of the great seal of the United 
States, and of the seals of the President 
and Vice President, and to authorize 
Secret Service protection of visiting 
heads of foreign states or governments, 
and for other purposes." 

Mr. HRUSKA. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that S. 4583 be in
definitely postponed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR TIME FOR PAYING 
TRIBUTES TO SENATOR EUGENE 
J .McCARTHY 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that on Montlay 
morning next, after the disposition of 
the reading of the Journal, there be a 
period of not to exceed 1 hour in which 
the distinguished Senator from Minne
sota <Mr. MoNDALE) will be recognized 
so that Senators will have an oppor
tunity to pay tributes to the distin
guished Senator from Minnesota (Mr. 
McCARTHY) on his retirement. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

TRIDUTES TO RETIRING SENATORS 
ON TUESDAY MORNING NEXT 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, it 1s the 

intention of the leadership to ask that 
on Tuesday morning at the convening 
hour of 9 o'clock that there be a similar 
hour set aside for tributes to be paid to 
other retiring Members of the Senate. 
The leadership at this time wants to indi
cate to the membership that such request 
will be made so that, in the consideration 
of the vote on the cloture motion, we 

would move that vote to the hour of 
10 o'clock. That is for the information of 
the Senate. 

ORDER FOR THE TRANSACTION OF 
ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that there be a brief 
period for the transaction of routine 
morning business with statements there
in limited to 3 minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

TRADE NEGOTIATIONS WITH 
JAPAN 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I regret that 
the Senator from Minnesota <Mr. MoN
DALE) is not present. I did want to report 
after talking to Mr. Peter Flanigan, coun
selor to the President, who is presently 
very active in our negotiations with Ja
pan, that every effort is being made, as 
reported by the junior Senator from 
Michigan, to reach some voluntary agree
ment with reference to textiles. 

Mr. President, I can report, based on 
a phone conversation within the past 5 
minutes with Mr. Flanigan, that no 
agreement has been reached but that 
every effort is being made. 

I can also say that there has been no 
contact with Mr. Flanigan by the Sen
ator from Minnesota. As I indicated 
earlier, it is unfortunate to bring up 
a matter without checking with the 
source of the information and without 
checking to determine if there is any 
basis for the information. 

I report to the Senate that Mr. Flan
igan knows of no such agreement, hence 
no withdrawal from any agreement. And 
he has had no contact with the Senator 
from Minnesota. 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, wlll the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. DOLE. I yield. 
Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, it should 

be restated and reiterated that it is Mr. 
Flanigan who has been assigned by the 
President to negotiate with Japan on this 
matter. Certainly if there were any agree
ment that had been reached, it is incon
ceivable that Mr. Flanigan would not 
know about it. Is that not a fair state
ment? 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I express 
that feeling. That is a very valid assump
tion, that no agreement has been reached. 

I report that to the Senate and par
ticularly to the Senator from North 
Carolina and hopefully the Senator from 
Minnesota, who is not now present. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, was 
any information gained about any nego
tiation on shoes? 

Mr. DOLE. I did not discuss shoes. The 
question the Senator from Minnesota 
had reference to was textiles. 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I was 
wondering, if any progress had been 
made in these negotiations, whether the 
administration was making similar ef
forts in terms of the shoe industry. As 
the Senator from Kansas realizes, it has 
twice the percentage in terms of volume 
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of exports and in excess of twice the 
volume in terms of dollar value. 

I am exceedingly hopeful, as one who 
has reservations about the trade bill, 
that the negotiations, which I know are 
receiving the support of the adminis
tration, will be successful. I am certainly 
hopeful as well that the administration 
exercises similar efforts in terms of the 
shoe industry. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, let me say 
to the Senator from Massachusetts that 
I am aware of the problem. My mother
In-law in New Hampshire informs me 
almost every time I visit that great State. 
But I have no information on that. 

Mr. HANSEN. Mr. President, I would 
like to say that I am certain that most 
of us who have been considering the 
trade bill along with the other legisla
tion before the Finance Committee, share 
the concern of the distinguished Sena
tor from Massachusetts. For what com
fort it may be, let me say that I will 
do all I can to see that such measure of 
protection as can be afforded to the shoe 
workers and employees in the manu
facture of shoes in this country will be 
given every consideration. 

I think they deserve the protection. 
They should have it. I will try my best 
to see that it is done. 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, I thank my 
friend, the distinguished Senator from 
Kansas, for the information he sought 
and obtained on the point that was 
brought before the Senate by the dis
tinguished Senator from Minnesota. 

This is a matter of serious concern to 
which North Carolina where one out of 
every two persons who is employed in a 
manufacturing plant is employed in a 
textile plant. 

I would also like to say to the Senator 
from Massachusetts that I, too, am con
cerned about the situation in which the 
shoe industry finds itself as a result of 
what I conceive to be very unwise trade 
policy. 

I hope that something can be done to 
protect the shoe industry as well as the 
textile industry. 

ENROLLED BILLS AND JOINT 
RESOLUTIONS SIGNED 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pr<> tem
pore (Mr. ALLEN) announced that on to
day, December 19, 1970, he signed the 
following enrolled bills and joint resolu
tions, which had previously been signed 
by the Speaker of the House of Repre
sentatives: 

H.R. 6114. An act for the relief of Elmer 
M. Grade and for other purposes; 

H.R. 6400. An act for the relief of Reddick 
B. Still, Jr., and Richard Carpenter; 

H.R. 1&549. An act to amend title 10, Unit
ed States Code, to further the efiectiveness 
of shipment of goods and supplies in for
eign commerce by promoting the welfare of 
U.S. merchant seamen through cooperation 
with the United Seamen's Service, and for 
ot her purposes; 

H.R. 17809. An act to provide an equitable 
system for fixing and adjusting the rates of 
pay for prevailing rate employees of the 
Government and for other purposes; 

H.R. 19401. An act to extend for 1 additional 
year the authorization for programs under 
the Vocational Rehabilttation Act; 
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H.J. Res. 1416. Joint resolution fixing the 
time of assembly of the 92d Congress; and 

H.J. Res. 1417. Joint resolution extending 
the dates for transmission to the Congress 
of the President's Economic Report and of 
the report of the Joint Economic Commit
tee. 

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE
ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

A message from the House of Repre
sentatives, by Mr. Berry, one of its read
ing clerks, announced that the Speaker 
had affixed his signature to the enrolled 
bill (H.R. 19402) to authorize the Secre
tary of Agriculture to receive gifts for 
the benefit of the National Agricultural 
Library, and it was signed by the Acting 
President pro tempore (Mr. ALLEN). 

COMMUNICATION FROM AN 
EXECUTIVE DEPARTMENT 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore (Mr. ALLEN) laid before the Senate 
the following letter, which was referred 
as indicated: 
REMOVAL OF CERTAIN LIMITATIONS ON THE 

GRANTING OF RELIEF TO OWNERS OF LoST 
OR STOLEN BEARER SECURITIES OF THE UNITED 
STATES 

A letter from the Secretary of the Trea
sury, transmitting a draft of proposed legis
lation to remove certain limitations on the 
granting of relief to owners of lost or stolen 
bearer securities of the United States, and 
for other purposes (with an accompanying 
paper); to the Committee on Banking and 
Currency. 

REPORT OF A COMMITrEE 

The following report of a committee 
was submitted: 

By Mr. TYDINGS, from the Committee on 
the Judiciary, without amendment: 

H.R. 17901. An act to improve judicial ma
chinery by providing for the appointment of 
a circuit executive for each judicial circuit 
(Rept. No. 91-1511). 

BILL INTRODUCED 

A bill was introduced, read the first 
time, and, by unanimous consent, the 
second time, and referred as follows: 

By Mr. MATHIAS: 
S. 4596. A bill for the relief of Francisco 

Remigio Franco Ching; to the Committee on 
t he Judiciary. 

SOCIAL SECURITY AMENDMENTS 
OF 1970-AMENDMENTS 

AMENDMENT NO. 1170 

Mr. HART. Mr. President, I submit an 
amendment to H.R. 17550, the Social Se
curity Amendments of 1970. I ask that it 
lie on the table and be ordered printed. 

The amendment would end the Ameri
can selling price system of valuation of 
chemicals. Passage of this amendment 
would permit the United States to honor 
the commitment it made in the 1967 
Geneva protocol and would permit the 
United States to reap full benefit from 
the Kennedy round of tari1f negotiations. 

Under the 1967 protocol further Euro-

pean tariff reductions are contingent on 
the elimination of the American selling 
price system. Elimination of the Ameri
can selling price system has had the sup
port of the administration and was in
c! uded in the House version of the trade 
bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
STEVENSON). The amendment will be re
ceived and printed, and will lie on the 
table. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1171 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, for my
self and Senator JAVITS and the follow
ing cosponsors, Senators, NELSON, GRIF
FIN, MONDALE, R!BICOFF, BROOKE, HART, 
CRANSTON, MATHIAS, MCGoVERN, YAR
BOROUGH, BAYH, PEARSON, and KENNEDY, 
I submit an amendment to H.R. 17550, 
the Social Security Act of 1970. I ask 
that it be printed. 

The purpose of the amendment is to 
strike from the bill the section prohibit
ing the use of Federal funds to pay, di
rectly or indirectly, the salaries of indi
viduals who in any way participate in 
action designed to challenge or nullify 
congressional statutes or policy under the 
Social security Act. The provision would 
also require that such funds be repaid 
the U.S. Government in full in the event 
of their use. 

This provision was adopted by the Fi
nance Committee on December 2. I 
strongly opposed the amendment in com
mittee because it would drastically curb 
the sphere of legal action by legal serv
ices attorneys and effectively deny the 
poor representation in court on matters 
where Federal policy or statutes are 
concerned. 

The provision has also been strongly 
opposed by the former Director of the 
Office of Economic Opportunity, Mr. 
Rumsfeld, and a number of professional 
legal associations including the American 
Bar Association and the Association of 
American Law Schools. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRANSTON) . The amendment will be re
ceived and printed, and will lie on the 
table. 

AMENDMENT NO. 1172 

Mr. HARRIS. Mr. President, I submit 
an amendment to H.R. 17550, the Social 
security Act of 1970. I ask that this 
amendment be printed. I offer this 
amendment for myself and the distin
guished junior Senator from South 
Dakota (Mr. McGoVERN). 

This amendment relates to the medi
caid sections of the bill, and would strike 
sections 228 and 272(b) from H.R. 17550. 
Section 228 is a repeal of section 1903 (e) 
of the Social Security Act and section 
2(b) of Public Law 91-56. The repeal 
would relieve the States of their respon
sibilities to enlarge their programs and 
develop comprehensive medical services 
programs by 1977. The provision was re
pealed by the House of Representatives, 
and this action was concurred in by the 
Finance Committee. 

Section 272(b) of H.R. 17550 would 
repeal section 1902(d) of the Social 
Security Act. This section requires that 
in the event of modification of a State 
plan to reduce or terminate care or serv
ices, such modification will not be ap-
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proved unless the State maintains its level 
of funding on the basis of the year prior 
to the modification. The repeal of this 
section requiring State maintenance of 
effort was an amendment to the act made 
by the Finance Committee. 

At a time when provision of medical 
services for the Nation's poor is a must, 
we should not relax the requirements on 
the States to assume their responsibilities 
in this critical area. More medical care 
is needed; not less. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
CRANSTON). The amendment will be re
ceived and printed, and will lie on the 
table. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS OF 
SENATORS 

A NATIONAL COMMITMENT TO 
CONTROL HEART DISEASE 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. President, in an effort 
to prevent the Nation's No. 1 killer, heart 
disease, the regional medical programs in 
the Public Health Service has funded a 
half-million dollar study to recommend 
guidelines for prevention, treatment, and 
rehabilitation of cardiovascular disease. 
A commission of 100 experts from 29 
leading medical organizations was 
formed and named the Inter-Society 
Commission for Heart Disease Resources. 
Tuesday, the commission issued its re
port and I recommend that we all study 
this report to learn how we can help to 
bring about a healthier life for all Ameri
cans. 

The commission has five basic recom
mendations for action: 

First. Studies be conducted to deter
mines whether a change in diet can pre
vent premature coronary heart disease. 

Second. Until such a study is com
pleted, citizens make reasonable changes 
to diets low in staturated fats and cho
lesterol because so much evidence already 
points to the diet's implication in large 
numbers of heart attacks. 

Third. The food industry revise food 
processing to moderate fat and choles
terol content. 

Fourth. That food labeling be updated 
so that consumers can be better informed 
as to the fat content of purchased foods. 

Fifth. Every effort be made to eliminate 
cigarette smoking as a national habit. 

I am proud of this Congress for having 
acted on the cigarette smoking problem 
during the past session. That effort must 
continue and I have faith in the Govern
ment health officials and private and 
voluntary agencies responsible for smok
ing education programs across the Na
tion. 

Other recommendations have signifi
cant bearing on the activities of those 
agencies and congressional committees 
charged with preserving our Nation's 
agriculture and public health. 

our Consumer Subcommittee is par
ticularly interested in the commission's 
recommendations with regard to food 
labeling. Early in the next session of Con
gress, we plan to review efforts being 
made -bY Government and industry to 
place appropriate information on fat 

content in food advertising and on food 
labels. We are also interested in the ef
forts of those who issue advice on bal
anced diets adequately to warn consum
ers of the potential hazards of diets high 
in saturated fats and cholesterol. 

The Inter-Society Commission on 
Heart Disease Resources is to be com
mended for bringing this important in
formation to the attention of the medical 
community. It is now imperative that 
their recommendations be studied with a 
view toward bringing them to the atten
tion of the people. 

I ask unanimous consent that the news 
release regarding the report of the Inter
Society Commission for Heart Disease 
Resources be printed in the RECORD as 
part of my remarks. 

There being no objection, the news re
lease was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 
A NATIONAL COMMITMENT To CONTROL HEART 

DISEASE URGED BY 100 EXPERTS 
NEw YORK, December 15.-A major, fed

erally-financed program to prevent coronary 
heart disease in the United States was rec
ommended today by 100 medical authorities 
commissioned to develop guidelines for pre
vention of cardiovascular diseases and for 
treatment and rehabilitation of patients. 

The proposal, by the Inter-Society Com
mission for Heart Disease Resources, recom
mended: 

1. That large, government-supported studies 
be conducted to determine once ::~.nd for all 
whether a ohange in diet can prevent pre
mature coronary heart disease. 

2. That Americans, meanwhile, make "safe 
and reasona-ble" changes to achieve a low
saturated fat, low cholesterol diet because so 
much evidence already podnts to the diet's 
implication in the large number of heart at
tacks in the U.S.A. 

3. That the food industry make major re
visions in food processing to moderP.te fat 
and cholesterol content. 

4. That laws governing food labeling be 
reviewed and updated so that the consumers 
can be better informed as to the fat con
tent of purchased foods. 

5. That every effort be ma..de to eliminate 
cigarette smoking as a national habit. 

The Commission specifically recommended 
t hat "adequate resources of money and man
power be committed" to effect the change in 
diet, eliminate cigarette smoking and con
trol high blood pressure, which it called the 
three major risk factors associated with coro
nary heart disease. 

The recommendation came in a 43-page 
position paper issued by the Inter-Society 
Commission. This group includes representa
tives from 29 leading medical and nursing or
ganizations and experts with special knowl
edge of cardiovascular diseases. Its report ap
pears in the December issue of "Circulation", 
a monthly scientific journal of the American 
Heart Association. 

Under a contract between the Regional 
Medical Programs Service and the American 
Heart Association, the Commission was 
formed in 1969 to help fulfill requirements 
of Section 907 of Public Law 89-239 which 
established the Regional Medical Programs In 
1965. Dr. Irving S. Wright is Commission 
Chairman, and Dr. Donald T. Fredrickson is 
Project Director. 

Today's report, entitled "The Primary Pre
vention of the Atherosclerotic Diseases", was 
prepared by two of the Commission's study 
groups, the Atherosclerosis Study Group and 
the Epidemiology Study Group. Chairmen 
were Dr. Jeremiah Stamler of Northwestern 
University, Chicago and Dr. Abraham M. 

Lilienfeld of Johns Hopkins University, 
Baltimore. 

The report explained that the typical 
American diet is unnecessarily high in satu
rated fats and cholesterol and tends to raise 
the cholesterol level in the blood. The high 
blood cholesterol accelerates the deposition 
of fact on the inner walls of arteries (this is 
called atherosclerosis) . Excess calories in the 
diet also a..dd to risk by leading to obesity 
and increasing the likelihood of high blood 
pressure, high blood fats and diabetes. Ciga
rette smoking and high blood pressure also 
accelerate the artery damage. In a coronary 
artery this process can precipitate a heart 
attack. When it happens in the brain, a 
stroke may develop. 

The report concluded: "Converging lines 
of epidemiological, clinical, and experimental 
evidence, both animal and hunum, support 
the judgment that the relationship between 
the risk factors, particularly the major risk 
factors--i.e.: hypercholesterolemia, cigarette 
smoking, hypertension-and the develop
ment of coronary heart disease is probably 
causal. This should not be interpreted as 
implying that the evidence on this matter 
(the cause: effect relationships of diet, high 

blood pressure, and cigarette smoking) is con-
clusive", said the report. "Nevertheless, the 
data strongly indicate that to a considerable 
degree coronary heart disease in the United 
States, particularly in the under 60 age group, 
results principally from the impa..ct of these 
three widely prevalent risk !actors. The re
search findings on risk factors strongly in
dicate the possibillty of effective prima.ry 
prevention of the atherosclerotic diseases, 
particularly premature coronary heart di
sease." 

The Commission added tha..t it recognizes 
differences of opinion exist with regard to the 
likely beneficial effect of various types of 
changes, particularly fat modification of the 
diet, on premature coronary heart disease 
in the United States. "The public health im
portance of coronary heart disease makes it 
mandatory" to conduct the diet trials to re
solve this question fi.na.lly, it said. 

The report added that "the Commission 
further recognizes that even if planning 
were to start immediately, the American pub
lic would probably have to wait at least 10 
years for results of these studies. At times, 
urgent public health decisions must be made 
on the basis of incomplete evidence," it said 
in recommending that its proposals for con
current action on controlling or eliminating 
risk factors be followed. 

To help the public change its eating 
habits, ICHD asked government and the 
medical profession to encourage the food 
industry to "make available leaner meats 
a.nd processed meats, dairy products, frozen 
desserts, and baked goods reduced in satu
rated fats, cholesterol and calories, and visi
ble fats and oils of low saturated fat and 
cholesterol content." 

To help accomplish this task, the Commis
sion recommends the following: 

Development of strains of animals that 
convert higher proportions of feed to protein 
rather than fat. 

Shift to range feeding with earlier slaugh
ter of cattle to yield leaner animals. (In 
the U.S. it is a widespread practice to keep 
beef cattle in stalls and feed them heavily to 
produce meat with a high fat content.) 

Modernization of outdated laws and reg
ulations relating to the definition of food 
products. 

Further development of high quality vege
table protein products. 

Development of a.n intensive educational 
program concerning the cooking of lean 
meats to assure their optimal palatability 
and acceptability without _ the use of added 
saturated fats . 

Reduction in saturated fat and cholesterol 
content of dairy products. 
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"Industry and government should review 

and establish policies-including pricing pol
icies-that will encourage development of 
low-fat, low cholesterol milk products and 
use of cows producing large amounts of high 
protein, low fat milk, said the report. 

Calling for the Food and Drug Adminis
tration to review and update its labeling 
of foods, the report said that "a new ap
proach to labeling is needed to allow the 
consumer to identify nutrient content." 

Urging the public to modify its eating 
habits, the Comm4ssion suggest ed eating 
more lean cuts of meat, poultry and fish 
and using organ meats and shellfish in mod
eration. Also recommended were low cho
lesterol, low saturated fat and fat modified 
dairy products, margarines and shortenings 
low in saturated fats and cholesterol, and 
grains. 

The public is urged to avoid fat cuts of 
meat, butter, egg yolk, bacon, lard, suet 
and baked goods and dairy products high 
in saturated fats and cholesterol. 

Another high priority in the battle against 
coronary heart disease should be given to 
the elimination of cigarette smoking as a 
national habit, according to the Commis
sion. 

"Revenues from progressive increases in 
taxes on tobacco should be earmarked for 
smoking control programs and the care of 
patients with diseases associated with smok
ing," said the report. 

The Commission noted that the sales of 
cigarettes have declined in recent years and 
that this favorable trend will be accelerated. 
In anticipation of this development the 
Commission stressed that "planning by ap
propriate social science experts should go 
forward for the orderly phase out of the 
cigarette industry without major economic 
dislocation of those whose livelihood is in
volved." 

Other recommendations of the Commis
sion include a national effort to detect and 
control high blood pressure, and commu
nity programs to detect and treat persons 
as early as possible who are susceptible to 
premature atherosclerotic (hardening of the 
art eries) disease due to combinations of the 
major risk factors. 

The report concluded that "with a de
cisive national policy commitment and cor
responding allocation of resources over the 
next years, there is ample reason to believe 
that significant progress can be registered 
even by the Commission's first target dead
line, 1975. 

NO CHRISTMAS TRUCE FOR 
PRISONERS 

Mr. AIKEN. Mr. President, at this time 
of the year when both sides are discuss
ing truce periods for Christmas and 
New Year's it must be remembered that 
for some Americans in Southeast Asia 
there can be no truce. 

For those in prison, as are hundreds 
of Americans being held by the North 
Vietnamese and Vietcong, a truce can
not exist. Theirs is a constant, a never
ending battle against boredom, against 
frustration, against the agonies of uncer
tainty, and the degradation of their 
position. For these Americans who are 
being treated with neglect and at times 
with brutr~lity, each day marches as the 
last and there is little to look forward 
to on the morrow. 

At this time when truce is being dis-
cussed it would be well for us to double 
and redouble our efforts to bring a final 
and happy solution to the problem of the 
war prisoners. This, I feel, is the very 
least we can do. 

THE DECLINE OF HEALTH CARE 
IN AMERICA 

Mr. MONDALE. Mr. President, last 
month, the chairman of the board of 
the International Business Machines 
Corp., Mr. Thomas J. Watson, Jr., gave 
an outstanding talk at the Mayo Clinic 
in Rochester, Minn., about America's 
health crisis. He cited the following 
statement made by the American Medi
cal Association in 1949 : 

The private profession of medicine is tak
ing rapid strides toward the solution of this 
problem (of medical aid for the poor). Vol
untary, pre-paid hospitalization and profes
sional insurance plans now protect 56 mil
lion Americans. . . . The American people 
enjoy a state of good health unequaled in 
the world today. 

Then he listed some of the indicators 
of the decline of America's position 
among the ranks of the world's most 
developed nations during the last 20 
years. America has dropped from seventh 
in the world to 16th in the prevention of 
infant mortality; in female life ex
pectancy from sixth to eighth; in male 
life expectancy from lOth to 24th. 

Mr. Watson advances a number of 
valuable suggestions for improving the 
organization and delivery of health care. 
But he includes among them one rec
ommendation which the Congress has 
been consistently supporting in the face 
of administration opposition. He says, 
"In a word, spend more money." 

I am happy to hear the reports that 
the administration will, next year, give 
a higher priority to health problems. We 
have a number of bills pending in the 
Congress which, I hope, will receive 
serious consideration by the executive 
branch. I am pleased to be a cosponsor 
of S. 4297, to establish a national health 
insurance program. Mr. Watson believes 
that such a program is our only choice. 
I am sure that the Congress would wel
come the administration's support for 
such a measure. 

Mr. Watson also noted in his percep
tive analysis-

we are failing to fulfill adequately for all 
our people the first right set down in the 
Declaration of Independence-the right to 
life. 

And then he says that we must put 
health care "within the reach of the 
poor." I have introduced S. 4480, tli.e 
Community Medicine Act, to help do so. 
It is intended to bring comprehensive, 
group medical practice to unqerserved 
urban and rural groups. By using the 
personnel and students of medical 
schools and teaching hospitals, the bill 
seeks, at the same time, to improv~ med
ical education and make it relevant to 
today's problems. 

Mr. President, I think Mr. Watson's 
excellent statement about our health 
problems, and what we must do to meet 
them, is required reading. I ask unani
mous consent that the statement be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

REMARKS OF THOMAS J. WATSON, JR. 

Let me start by asking a question that this 
great medical center brings to mind: How 

would you like to live in a country which
according to the figures available in the 
United Nations 1-d.uring the past two dec
ades has dropped from seventh in the world 
to sixteenth in the prevention of infant 
mortality; 

Has dropped in female life expectancy from 
sixth to eighth; 

Has dropped in male life expectancy from 
tenth to twenty-fourth; 

And which has bought itself this unenVia
ble trend by spending more of its gross na
tional product for medical care-$1 out of 
every $14-than any other country on the 
face of the earth? 

You know the country I am talking about: 
Our own U.S.A., the home of the free, the 
home of the brave, and the home of a de
crepit, inefficient, high-priced system of med
ical care. 

Just look for a moment at what some of 
the figures mean. They mean that in infant 
mortality we have been overtaken by France, 
the U.K., and Japan; that in male life ex
pectancy we have been overtaken by France, 
Japan, West Germany and Italy. 

I know experts can disagree over our pre
cise international standing. And I realize 
that medical problems in the United States, 
Europe and Japan are not identical. 

But the eVidence overwhelmingly indi
cates that we are falling down on the job, 
heading in the wrong direction, and becom
ing as a nation a massive medical disgrace. 

Now, it may seem undiplomatic to stand 
here under the banner of the Mayo Clinic and 
make an accusation like that. 

I know American medicine has scored many 
brilliant triumphs-the magnificent record 
of this institution outstanding among them, 
including the Mayo Brothers' pioneer work in 
surgery; and the discovery and use of corti
sone, which brought Doctors Kendall and 
Hench of Mayo the Nobel Prize; the work of 
Dr. Jonas Salk, who made one of the most 
significant and heartwarming discoveries in 
history; of Dr. Bela Schick in eliminating 
diphtheria; and of many others. 

We have an outstanding record of indi
vidual achievement across the whole medical 
spectrum. 

But despite all that, when I look up at 
the international scoreboard, I can come 
to only one conclusion: We are failing to 
fulfill adequately for all our people the first 
right set down in the Declaration of Inde
pendence-the right to life. 

What do we have to do to restore that right 
to every man, every woman, every child in 
America? 

First, as the Carnegie commission said 
last month, I believe we have to beef up our 
arsenal: Train more doctors, more nurses, 
more paramedics; 

Bail our medical and dental schools out 
of their present deep financial troubles; 

Break ground for new hospitals and clin-
ics; 

In a word, spend more money. 
We Americans are great on that. 
Show us a shortage-of airplanes or tanks 

or trucks or scientists or engineers or satel
lites-and we'll fix it. 

And I believe we can do that kind of 
job just fine in medicine. 

Second, we must build into the system 
better management, better organization, 
m ore incentives to increase productivity and 
cut inefficiency. 

I find it shocking, for example, that com
prehensive pre-paid group practice, which 
has repeatedly delivered better care at lower 
costs, encounters legal roadblocks in more 
than half our states. 

1 Medical statistics drawn principally from: 
United Nations Statistical Yearbook, 1955, 
pp. 51-5; Demographic Yearbook, 1955, pp. 
698-707; Demographic Yearbook, 1968, pp. 
103-11, 366-74. 
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I find it shocking to read of Americans 
living in backwoods towns and city slums 
without a doctor or a dentist or a clinic. 

I find it shocking that as 30,000 hlghly 
trained medical corpsmen return to civilian 
life every year-many from the field of oot
tle-they too often diScover, if they want to 
enter medicine as a career, that they have 
just one job open to them-hospital orderly. 

We cannot continue to live with facts like 
these. We have to overhaul the system. 

But as we do so. we should begin simul
taneously to do the third part of the job: 
put health care within reach of everyone 
in America. 

And that means putting it within the 
reach of the poor. 

I do not really believe, of course, that you 
can ever make the poor rich and the rich 
poor. But I do think we should have a floor 
for each American below which he cannot 
fall, and I believe this applies not only to 
his economic status, but also to his medical 
status. 

For the plain fact is that under our present 
medical system, the poor suffer by far the 
most. 

Moreover, if a person happens not to be 
white, the picture is even bleaker. 

A non-white infant can expect to live six 
years less than a white infant. 

The non-white infant mortality rate is the 
white rate multiplied by two. 

The non-white maternal death rate is the 
white rate multiplied by jour. 

To me, all this adds up to a completely un
acceptable situation, which I think is un
American, un-democratic and unfair. 

How do we correct it, and extend coverage 
for medical bills to everyone? 

Not just through tinkering with our pres
ent system of paying for health care. 

Not just through trying to stretch the um
brella of private health insurance, which, de
spite its . costliness. stlll doesn't come close 
to covering Americans today. 

No, we need a far more thoroughgoing re-
form. 

And that brings us up against that old 
taboo-"Sociali.zed Medicine." 

I completely believe in the American free 
enterprise system. But when the system 
clearly fails to produce a much needed good, 
I think we should not flinch from looking to 
some sort of government intervention to get 
the job done. 

Frequently in the past, we have faced up to 
such a requirement with new legislation: on 
workmen's compensation, child labor, there
duction of the work week, unemployment in
surance, and social security. 

I believe we face today the same kind of 
moment of truth in medicine. 

And I believe we have only one choice 
before us that will work: some very new 
form of national health insurance. 

Twenty-one years ago, we looked at na
tional health insurance when President Tru
man urged it, and we rejected it. 

And in ·1949 we rejected it in part because 
of arguments like this which appeared that 
year in the June issue of the magazine of the 
American Medical Association under the 
title: "Wake up, America!" 

"The private profession of medicine is tak
ing rigid strides toward the solution of this 
problem (of medical aid for the poor). Volun
tary, pre-paid hospitalization and profes
sional insurance plans now protect 56 million 
Americans . . . The American people enjoy 
a state of good health unequaled in the world 
today." 

As a dyed-in-the-wool free trader, free en-
terpriser, and hater of bureaucracy, I ac
cepted that argument in 1949, and I bet 
nearly everyone else in this room did, too. 

But on the evidence-particularly the in
ternational evidence-! cannot accept it in 
1970. 

We need a dedicated and total effort to 
find a way to build a floor under each citi
zen of this country that assures much better 
quality and equality of medical services for 
all. 

A variety of plans have been advanced to 
this end in the Congress, by representatives 
of government, labor, business and the medi
cal profession, but none of these plans are 
moving very fast, and our problem is com
pounding. 

We do not need national health insurance 
as a political football in 1972. 

We need a new national health insurance 
law, and we need it now-in the next session 
of the Congress. Indeed, I hope the Admin
istration will put this at the top of its pri
ority list for 1971. 

To get that legislation, the partisans of 
varying plans--in the Congress, the Ameri
can Medical Association, the ~IO-must 
get together and compromise their differ
ences. 

And to speed such compromise, I believe 
all of us as citizens-and I dare to include 
doctors--should start now to build a bonfire 
of persuasion-to speak out, to demand 
change, and not stop pushing for action un
til we get the legislation we need. 

We can take pride in our system of uni
versal public education, social security, and 
work laws. 

The time has now arrived for us to have 
a system of universal public medicine in 
which we can also take pride. 

A national program, of course, is not a 
panacea in itself. But as we look toward some 
sort of governmental approach to this prob
lem, let us remember that the plans in 
Britain and the Scandinavian countries have 
proved very successful in keeping those coun
tries in the front rank internationally. And 
certainly they have provided better medical 
service for all of the people than the sys
tems they supplanted. To me, this is a tre
mendously compelling argument for keeping 
an open mind as we look for a solution. 

Not long ago, on a visit to the California 
Institute of Technology, I read these words 
on a student poster: "Our age is character
ized by the perfection of means and confu
sion of goals." 

The goal before us in medicine is clear. 
But we shall reach it only by doing what 

we have always done with our magnificent 
American system: fearlessly facing its faults, 
cutting them away, replacing them with 
something better, and moving on. 

I think that same truth comes pounding 
through to us in the restless, pioneering lives 
of the Mayos--a truth which should guide 
and inspire us as we undertake the tough 
and crucial job which lies ahead: Bringing 
the fullness of American medical care to all 
the American people. 

We must begin it now. 
As the wealthiest, most powerful, best edu

cated nation in the world-a. people with a 
heroic history of pioneering and justice and 
compa~ion-I believe we can do no less. 

POLITICS AND THE UNIVERSITY 

Mr. GRIFFIN. Mr. President, Ameri
cans are deeply concerned about a crisis 
that has developed on college and uni
versity eampuses throughout the Nation. 

Recently my attention focused upon 
a very thoughtful statement written by 
Dean Francis A. Allen of the University 
of Michigan Iaw School as part of his 
annual report to the president of the 
university. 

I ask that the relevant text of Dean 
Allen's report be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the report 
was ordered to be printed in the REcoRD, 
as follows: 
THE UNIVERSITY OF MICIUGAN LAW SCHOOL: 

REPORT TO THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNIVER• 
SITY FOR THE YEAR, 1969-70 

President ROBBEN W. FLEMING, 
Ann Arbor, Mich. 

MR. PRESIDENT: This is the fourth, and 
presumably the last, of my annual reports to 
the President of The University of Michigan. 
As of course you are aware, I have asked to 
be relieved of my duties as Dean of the La.w 
School not later than June 30, 1971. Under 
these circumstances it is probably inevitable 
that a part of what I shall say will have 
the sound of a valedictory statement. I hope 
that I may be forgiven if, in this submis
sion, I fall into a more personal expression 
than might otherwise be appropriate. 

One who awaits the termination of his 
duties as dean of a great law school finds 
himself thinking about the future of the 
school and of those needs and conditions 
that must be satisfied if his institution is 
to serve and flourish in the years ahead. 
The University of Michigan Law School has 
such needs, and responding adequately to 
some of them will not be easy. Virtually 
every necessary innovation in legal education 
being developed by this School requires sub
stantial reductions in our present student
faculty ratio. This is true whether what is be
ing contemplated are programs of clinical 
education, individual student research and 
honors work, the development of new areas 
of instruction and faculty research (includ
ing interdisciplinary areas), small-group 
teaching in the first year, or a host of oth
er urgent matters. That these developments 
may be seriously obstructed by University 
and legislative policies which have emerged 
as products of the fiscal stringencies afillct
ing higher education in these times, is a dis
turbing possibility. 

There are other problems. Legal education 
in the United States faces an intellectual 
crisis. This crisis is sufficiently identified by 
putting the question: Can legal education 
adapt to the needs of the present and those 
of the next half-century, and, at the same 
time, retain the intellectual rigor and 
intellectual integrity that have consti
tuted its chief strength and attrac
tion in the past? I believe this can be 
done, and, indeed, would argue that the 
former cannot be achieved without the lat
ter. Regrettably, not all those associated with 
tbe American law schools reveal this commit
ment. We have had occasion to discover that 
there are colleagues in some other institu
tions who are prepared (and, in fact, eager) 
to sacrifice a great part of the intellectual 
content of law study, and to do so in the 
name of "innovation." No one could reason
ably dispute the importance of educational 
innovation in this era. I am afraid, however, 
that among those seeking to map out the 
future of American legal education, there are 
a few in danger of disregarding the admoni
tion of Mr. Sa.mmler, as reported by Saul 
Bellow. Mr. Sa.mmler suggests, you will re
call, that a map maker should not regard the 
task of locating the Mississippi River as an 
occasion for the display of his originality. 

Important as are these problems to the fu
ture of this School and of legal education 
generally, they are not the most important. 
The questions of overarching significance, 
and which relegate all other problems and 
doubts to positions of secondary concern, are 
those that center on the future of the Ameri
can university. If the American university 
falters or is submerged in the crises of these 
times; if it loses a sense of its proper mission 
or ts prevented from achieving it, legal _edu
cation may be rendered undeserving of at-
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tention by able and serious young people, and 
in consequence our society will be deprived 
of contributions important to its survival 
and well-being. 

This organic relation of legal education to 
higher education has not always existed. True 
enough, legal studies were an important pre
occupation of continental medieval universi
ties from at least as early as the twelfth cen
tury. No comparable development occurred 
in the common-law system, however; and a 
prominent English legal historian could as
sert that common-law practitioners were 
"hermetically sealed from all communication 
with the outer world." As recently as the 
turn of the present the Dean of the Harvard 
Law School threatened to withdraw the serv
ices of one of his faculty members, earlier of
fered to assist in the founding of a new law 
school in the middle west, because the new 
school threatened to include in its curricu
lum such heretical unorthodoxies as crim
inology, administrative law, and federal juris
diction. The success of his school, said Dean 
Ames, was the product of "its concentration 
upon the work of teaohing the law pure and 
simple." 

It has been a very long time since thought
ful persons associated with the American 
law schools assumed that their function con
sisted of teaching "pure" law, if by that is 
meant a view of law separated from the so
cial and ethical context in which legal prob
lems arise or isolated from the social and 
scientific disciplines cultivated by the mod
ern university. Certainly that time has passed 
at the University of Michigan Law School. Re
cent years have brought an impressive thrust 
toward the association of the Law School 
with the intellectual life of the University. 
This impulse already constitutes one of the 
most important and valuable characteristics 
of the Law School; and I have no doubt that, 
events permitting, it will come to even richer 
fruition in the future. I mention these facts 
to underscore the involvement of the Law 
School in the destiny of the University. OUr 
futures are inextricably intertwined. More
over, our mutual involvements are not simply 
fiscal and administrative, but are intellectual 
and philosophical as well. 

THE UNIVERSITIES AND POLITICAL AcriON 

That the nature and course of legal edu
cation will be profoundly affected by the 
ways in which the crises now surrounding 
American higher education are resolved, iS 
perhaps an entirely self-evident proposition. 
If so, the preceding brief comments may 
have been unnecessary. Assuming, then, that 
a retiring law dean possesses sufficient stand
ing to express concern, which of the issues in
volving the American university should be 
identified and addressed? 

For me the starting point is clear. I begin 
by noting a peculiar hiatus in discussions 
now going forward on university campuses. 
My complaint, of course, is not tha.t there is 
an absence of talk. On the contrary, this is 
a time when fierce and raucous contentions 
rage on the campus and in which universi
ties are receiving noisy and unflattering at
tention from persons not associated with 
higher education. Appropriately enough, 
there is much talk on the campuses about 
the great issues of domestic and interna
tional policy. We debate questions o1 stu
dent participation in university admln~s
tration and we contend over faculty preroga
tives. These alSIO are important matters de
serVing discussion. In fact, we talk copiously 
about almost everything except those things 
that are of the most fundamental impor
tance to university people: What is a uni
versity, and what are its vital missions in 
these times? What are the minimum con
cMtlons necessary to be insisted on if the 
university 1s to fulfill its mission and realize 
its purposes? What !orms of ·activity and 

commitment must be rejected by the uni
versity because they obstruct or prevent the 
realization of its purposes? I find these ques
tions rarely discussed, and even more rarely, 
discussed persuasively and helpfully. What
ever the reasons for this strange silence in 
a no!sy age, the consequences are becom
ing increas-ingly clear. I breach no confi
dence when I say that a good deal o1 non
sense is being spoken on the campuses these 
days. Although many, and I hope most, of 
those comprising a university community 
recognize this talk for what it is, nonsense 
often goes unchallenged, and has often 
e,chieved a kind of validity for want of 
challenge. One suspects, also, that not in
frequently in recent years universities under 
pressure have accepted inimical solutions, in 
large part because of the absence o1 a clea.r 
and workable conception of the nature and 
I>urooses of a university. 

Young people express much concern today 
about the perversion of institutions. The 
general point is sound, and it applies to 
universities. Universities, perhaps even more 
frequently than ~me other institutions, face 
periodic crises in which fundamental ques
tions must be put if futili ty or worse is to 
be avoided. The quality and intensity of these 
crises have differed considerably over time. 
Today the crisis is acute, and in large meas
ure involves questions of the proper relation 
of the university to "politics" or political 
action. Like so much modern talk about 
important topics, the discussion of the uni
versity's relations to political action 1s 
marred by sloganeering. On the one hand, 
many students and some faculty members 
call stridently for the "politicizing" of the 
university. Like other campus slogan-words, 
the content of this term defies precise defini
tion. Presumably what is being called for is 
a greater involvement of students, faculty, 
and even the institution itself in political 
action, controversy, and propaganda. On the 
other hand, an increasing demand, no more 
precise in meaning, is being expressed by 
public figures and the news media that the 
university confine itself to "intellectual pur
suits" (including, presumably, intercollegiate 
athletics) and forswear "politics". 

A moment's reflection reveals that what is 
involved in this controversy is nothing less 
than the problem of defining the relations of 
the university to the larger society. This has 
always been a task of great delicacy and 
complexity, and the difficulties are not re
duced by the crises of modern society. Thus 
it is surely fatuous and mistaken to assume 
that the intellectual concerns of the modern 
American university can or should be sepa
rated from the problems and issues that 
make up contemporary politics. This is true 
because so much that is of profound human 
concern is encompassed in today•s political 
struggles. Today "politics" encompasses 
issues of life and death, justice and inequity, 
the beautiful and the ugly, affluence and 
want. Unless the university is to be reduced 
to mere intellectual needlework, concern for 
various aspects of the political context will 
characterize almost every one of the univer
sity's departments and units. Moreover, the 
university is one of many institutions co
existing in a political society. As such it must 
engage in certain sorts of "political" activi
ties to secure its operating resources, to 
assert its valid prerogatives, and to protect 
itself from attack and unwarranted aggres
sion. 

To say that the university is inevitably con
cerned with "politics" in its intellectual life 
and in its institutional operations is to say 
that the university cannot achieve its pur
poses separated from the society of which it 
is a part. It is essential, however, that there 
be a clear conception of what the university's 
principal purposes are; for these purposes 
ought Ultimately to determine the nature of 

the university's relations to polltlcs. The 
argument I am making is based on the prop
osition that a university's principal pur
poses are the discovery and accumulation of 
knowledge, and the transmission of knowl
edge. By knowledge I do not mean simply 
"facts." The discovery of knowledge encom
passes the identification and analysis of 
values, for example, and contributions to 
aesthetic sensibillty. The transmission of 
knowledge includes the communication of 
professional techniques. I say that these are 
the principal purposes of the university, not 
simply because this has been a traditional 
view of the university's functions, but be
cause they are increasingly Vital to this 
society and because, as yet, we have devised 
no other institutions capable of performing 
any substantial part of the university's task. 
Any institution as complex as a university 
has many goals and actiVities. I do not assert 
that a university can or should be concerned 
only with the discovery and transmission of 
knowledge; but I do contend that the univer
sity cannot properly undertake functions and 
commitments that obstruct the realization 
of its principal purposes. 

If what I have said is true or substantially 
true, I believe it follows that a university 
must not be converted into a political party 
or action group, on the one hand, or into an 
agency for dispensing welfare services, on the 
other. This is not because political action is 
useless or necessarily eVil, or because welfare 
is to be scorned. It is, rather, because these 
are commitments incompatible with the uni
versity; and their incompatiblltiy resides 
partially in the fact that they tend to destroy 
that freedom which the university must pos
sess to realize its principal purposes. It is 
no fortuity that some of those seeking to 
"politicize" the university also frankly 
acknowledge a purpose to destroy it. The 
means are appropriate to the end; and hence 
what is at issue is the survival of the 
university. 

"POLITICIZING" THE UNIVERSITY 

Although one is aware these days of a 
widespread belief that there is nothing old 
under the sun, there is, in fact, nothing new 
about efforts to "politicize" the American 
univer3ity. These efforts may have sources 
either within or outside the university. The 
threat of external political interference with 
the university is a continuing reality in 
American life. There are always sinister fig
ures in the wings eager to "politicize" the 
campus when provided opportunities to do 
so; and no one who was assoctated with 
higher education during the Joseph McCar
thy era is likely to discount this possibi11ty 
or its dangers. Despite the threat of "exter
nal politicizing," a structure of academic 
freedom was erected in this country which 
has ordinarily proved sturdy enough to re
sist the worst manifestations of external po
litical harassment. In many ways this is a 
remarkable achievement. Inevitably, view:; 
will be expressed on the campus that are un
popular with large and powerful segments 
of the community. This circumstance pro
duces grumbling and occasional efforts at 
retaliation at budget time; but in most in
stances academic dissent has been tolerated 
and the freedom of the campus defended. 

How can the phenomenon of academic 
freedom be explained? One cynical response 
might be that until recently the university 
has not been regarded as important or dan
gerous enough to warrant the hostile atten
tion of powerful political forces. This scarce
ly squares with history, however; and, in 
any event, it is far from the whole truth. It 
comes closer to the truth to say that aca
demic freedom gained public support be
cause of a widespread belief that the incon
veniences associated with the expression of 
views thought by some to be dangerous and 
mistaken, are outweighed by advantages de-
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rived from free inquiry on the campus. It 
should be noted, however, that this tolerance 
is founded on the assumption that the in
quiry protected is, in fact, free, and that 
the university is not simply a political fac
tion espousing objectives and employing 
means repugnant to persons called upon to 
give financial and moral support to it. The 
most effective way to destroy the founda
tions of academic freedom is to persuade the 
community that it has been naive in accept
ing earlier assurances of the university that 
objective inquiry, while difficult, is possible, 
and that great social gains result from its 
pursuit. If objectivity and disinterestedness 
are shams and charades, and if the uni
versity is converted into an instrumentality 
for direct political action, on what ground 
can the university claim immunity from po
litical retaliation to which all other political 
factions are subject? What is the intellectual 
and moral basis for resisting external politi
cal interference or control? One very im
portant reason for repudiating efforts at "in
ternal politicizing" of the university is that 
they hasten, and may make inevitable, the 
"external politicizing" of the university. 

THE TYRANNY OF POLITICS 

There are other considerations less fre
quently voiced. "Great minds need elbow 
room," wrote Cardinal Newman over a cen
tury ago. "And so indeed do lesser minds, and 
all minds." And later: "If we reason, we must 
submit to the conditions of reason. We can
not use it by halves." There is surely grave 
cause to assert that the conditions of rea
son are being widely disregarded on the 
campuses today. The problem goes beyond 
the fact that contentions and disorder dis
tract, and sometimes physically prevent, 
thought, research, and teaching. This has 
occurred, and gives rise to the genuine pos
sibility that in the years ahead much of the 
serious thought of the nation may be pur
sued in institutions other than universities. 
Direct interference and distraction are only 
part of the problem, however. A climate per
vades the campuses which seriously restricts 
that freedom and scope for xninds that New
man identified as essential. 

In times like these it is not easy to write 
critically of political commitment. The po
litical furor that has overtaken the campuses 
and our entire society reflects unsolved prob
lems that are real and almost overwhelming. 
Some encompass threats to our very survival. 
There are few responsible members of to
day's society who either can or wish to in
sulate thexnselves from these issues, and 
few would be disposed to deny either the 
propriety or the urgent necessity of direct 
political action to cure or ameliorate our 
social ills. The very importance of many of 
the issues that are contested in modern poli
tics, however, is a source of peril; and the 
peril is particularly acute for the universities. 
The obvious importance of politics is in 
danger of paralyzing our critical capacities, 
and there have been few periods in which 
it has been more vital that these capacities 
be kept intact and functioning. 

Recognizing the necessity of political ac
tion and political participation by respon
sible individuals should not cause us to 
ignore the fact that [the practice of politics, 
even in behalf of liberal causes, is often il
liberal and inhumane. Recent manifesta
tions of political comxnitment on the 
campuses abundantly illustrate the point. 
Too often politics, both on and off the cam
pus, seeks the capture of xninds, not their 
liberation. Its methods are those of over
simplification, sloganeering, mindless chant
ing, derision, and consci~us distortion. Its 
appeal is essentially anti-intellectual and 
anti-rational.] It seeks first to stimulate, 
then to recruit, basic human emotions-
pride, envy, anger, fear, and ultimately ter
ror. Its tendency is imperialistic in that it 

attempts to doxninate all things human, in
cluding the aesthetic and the intellectual. 
Fortunately for those who retain hopes for 
a liberal and democratic society, the objec
tives of political action can be achieved and 
the worst extremes of political practice con
tained, if our understanding is clear and our 
will is strong. The university has a part to 
play in achieving this objective, but it must 
be a part consistent with its nature. The 
methods of politics are not the methods of 
free inquiry; and it is free inquiry for which 
the university stands. Efforts to impose the 
methods of political action on the university, 
therefore, threaten its fundamental charac
ter. None of the university's contributions to 
the political life of the nation is more im
portant than its role as a critic of politics. 
Politics tends to excess; and this tendency is 
especially strong when, in times like these, 
political movements arise supported by ad
herents indisposed to question the virtue of 
their cause or the truth of their perceptions. 
Performance of this important critical func
tion by the university presupposes not only 
that the university is free from overt coer
cion, but also free of binding commitments 
that limit the play of skeptical intell1gence. 

I regret to say that, in my judgment, there 
has been a net loss of liberty on the cam
puses, a constriction of the elbow-room for 
minds, in the years since the second world 
war. More courage is now required than for
merly to raise certain questions publicly, 
or to pursue certain lines of inquiry. Promi
nent figures are effectively denied forums in 
the universities by threats of insult, disor
der, or worse; and this in institutions which 
fought hard and costly battles to establish 
the principle that the university is a place 
where all views, however uncongenial to the 
larger community, must be given opportuni
ties for free expression. Other less obvious 
losses of freedom are also the product of po
litical contention and politioal commitment. 
Hamlet concluded that "conscience does 
make cowards of us all;" but commitment 
can also make men timorous. With increasing 
frequency in recent years persons on the 
campus have been deterred from speaking 
plainly about disturbing and important mat
ters for fear that what they say will be put 
to improper political uses by persons they re
gard as politioal opponents. The result has 
been silence when speech was needed, a de
cline in truth-telling by the universities, and 
a loss in the quality of freedom on the cam
puses. 

It is not my intention in these comments 
simply to mourn the loss of a golden age on 
the campus. In one of the novels of E. M. 
Forster a character is made to say: "You use 
the intellect, but you no longer care about 
it. That I call stupidity." Perhaps this is the 
mala.ise that constitutes the heart of the 
crisis confronting the American university. 
It is not a new illness, however: it did not 
suddenly reveal itself in the decade just 
past. While the origins of the problem could 
probably be traced to a much earlier time, I 
am inclined to agree with those who regard 
World War II as the source of much of our 
difficulty. It was in those years that the 
universities demonstrated their enormous 
utility as creators of military weapons and 
as contributors to industrial production. 
The university thus acquired prestl.ge, not 
primarily as a place where intellect is culti
vated and honored, but as an invaluable 
utilitarian instrumentality. One might find 
much to applaud in the denunciations of 
campus reformers who protest the uses to 
which our society has put the university 
during the past generation, were it not so 
apparent that these critics reveal the same 
stupidity that Forster perceived and which 
has been revealed by others in practice. The 
critics' complaint, as I understand it, is not 
that the university has failed to display a 
sufficient concern for the intellect, or that 

we are guilty of attempting to "use reason 
by halves". Rather, the position reaffirms in 
even stronger terms a view of the university 
as an instrumentality of political and eco
nomic power, and objects only that, at pres
ent, it serves as handmaiden to the wrong 
masters. It seems apparent that if this dan
gerous and perhaps fatal stupidity is to be 
escaped, the premise must be rejected. 

I hope I do not underestimate the practi
cal difficulties encountered in making this 
escape. One of these relates to identifying 
the distinction between political comm:it
ments of students and faculty members when 
acting in their personal capacities (which 
must at all costs be respected) and the ob
ligations of those same persons acting as and 
for the university. The line is not easy _.to 
draw, and at times the distinctions may ap
pear narrow and even metaphysical. For all 
who have a stake in the future of the uni
versity (and this excludes few in our so
ciety) , it is of the highest importance, how
ever, that this line be conscientiously drawn 
and strongly maintained. 

SOMETIDNG TO CONSERVE 
Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, it is clear 

that one of the wisest movements this 
country ever undertook was to set aside 
areas of unusual beauty or interest for 
public use. The United States of Ameri
ca, of course, enjoys plentiful beauty and 
we have done well to preserve it in our 
system of national parks, recreational 
areas, monuments, and forests, and to 
preserve with it the beauty of wildlife. 
In little more than a year we will mark 
the centennial of Yellowstone National 
Park, the first such park established 
anywhere in the world. 

We in Wyoming, Mr. President, are 
particularly close to the national park 
system because of Yellowstone and the 
nearby Grand Teton National Park. We 
are aware that droves of visitors are en
tering the national parks each year, and 
increasing in numbers each year as well. 
That is why, for instance, I have pro
posed legislation to create in Wyoming 
a third na,tional recreational area in 
the Bridger National Forest, in order to 
provide proper facilities for the ever
inceasing numbers of Americans and 
foreign visitors who want to enjoy the 
more primitive beauties of nature. Sun
day, Reporter Hal Willard, writing in 
the Washington Post, chronicled a jour
ney to eight national parks, six monu
ments, two historic sites, two memorials, 
and one registered landmark. I am en
couraged by his observations that, not 
only the ranges but the visitors are, for 
the most part, disposed toward protec
tion of the parks and their environ
ment. With Mr . . Willard, I would like to 
see more areas opened up by the provi
sion of adequate facilities to take care of 
visitors. Of course, we are taking those 
steps today with the creation of new 
recreational areas, such as the one I 
have proposed in the Bridger National 
Forest. But, lest there be an impression 
I am in complete agreement with all the 
reporter's observations, let me say that I 
do not favor the encroachment of "civil
ization" into our wilderness areas, which 
he also suggests. The wilderness, too, is 
part of our heritage that must be pre
served. That point aside, Mr. President, 
I would commend Mr. Willard's observa-
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tions about our national parks system as 
worthwhile and ask that unanimous con
sent they be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objeetion, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
SOMETHING TO CONSERVES CLEAN PARKS, AND 

RANGERS WHO CARE 

(By Hal Willard) 
It took us a long time to put a mountain 

goat in our bag. You have to travel high 
and look sharp and quick to see one because 
they are among the rarest and most elusive 
wild creatures in America. They inhabit the 
most inaccessible areas af the country: the 
tops of mountains. 

SO perhaps you taxpayers will excuse me 
for tromping on your grass in my eagerness 
to keep my binoculars on four mountain 
goats cavorting atop a peak at the Continen
tal Divide, in Logan Pass of the Rocky Moun
tains in Glacier National Park, Mont. 

We had emerged from the visitors' cen
ter in the Pass and started across a large 
meadow, following asphalt walkways to the 
area from which we had been told we might 
be able to spot the goats. And there they 
were, grazing on greenery surrounding 
patches of snow. 

They were far away and high and diffi
cult to see even with binoculars. SO I moved 
off the walkway a few feet to lean against 
a boulder to steady myself as I held the 
binoculars up. 

"Sir," I heard a voice saying, "you are 
doing something highly detrimental to this 
park and the ecology of the area. You 
must not do that." 

I wonder what some poor dolt is doing, 
I thought, but was reluctant to turn around 
and look for fear of losing the goats. 

"I'm sorry, sir, but you'll have to return 
to the walkway." The voice was more in
sistent this time, and closer. I turned and 
discovered the speaker was a park ranger, and 
the dolt was me. 

"What's the matter" I asked as I scurried 
back to the asphalt. 

"Look where you were standing and where 
you had to walk to get there and back here," 
he said with considerable feeling. 

I looked and what I saw was grass, acres 
of it in all directions, and a bare patch about 
a foot square in front of the boulder. I 
looked back at the ranger in disbelief that 
he could be worried about this bit of grass 
on a vast meadow. 

"If everybody (and he swept his arm 
around at the dozens of people moving up 
and down the wide walkways) did what you 
have just done we soon would have no grass 
here at all," he said. 

"Okay," I said. "I'm sorry. I won't do it 
again." 

As the ranger moved off to look for more 
culprits, I said to my wife: "That guy's a nut. 
He's let this ecology thing go to his head." 

"No," she said, "he's just protecting the 
park." She was right. 

This story illustrates the fact that National 
Park rangers really care about National 
Parks. The parks show it. The people who 
use the parks get the idea almost immedi
ately and soon are as protective as the 
rangers. 

I say this after visiting eight national 
parks, six national monuments, two national 
historic sites, two national memorials and 
one registered natural landmark-all run 
by the Park Service-in the course of an 
11,000-mile tour af the Northwest by pickup 
truck/camper. 

We had thought trash would be a problem 
in the parks, what with millions of people 
traipsing through, but we quit worrying 
about it after carefully studying every inch 

we could see of Rocky Mountain National 
Park (the first National Park on our trip) 
for most of two days and spotting only one 
item, a beer can bobbing in a mountain 
stream. 

That was the pattern for the other park 
areas. Well, we did see some candy wrappers 
and other waste paper blowing about near 
Old Faithful in Yellowstone National Park, 
but two park employees were chasing after 
the trash with spiked sticks. 

The National Forests were much the same 
as to cleanliness and the attitude of rangers 
and tourists toward natural resources. At the 
ranger station in the Salmon National For
est in Idaho, just south of the border with 
Montana, a ranger suddenly broke off giving 
information to tourists and hurried outdoors 
to prevent three young men from carrying 
away armloads of large rocks gathered from 
the edge of the woods, for whatever purpose. 

"You can't take those rocks," the ranger 
said. "They help prevent erosion along that 
bank there," and he pointed to where the 
forest's edge dipped down to the highway. 

The universal concern of rangers about 
keeping the areas under their charge free of 
trash and in their pristine state to the extent 
possible is, of course, magnified by the tre
mendous increase in the numbers of people 
trooping through the parks, forests, monu
ments, etc. 

While the people increase, the sizes of the 
parks stay the same, although every once in 
a while a new park is added to the nation
wide system. The latest is North Cascades 
National Park in Washington state, north of 
Seattle near the Canadian border. 

The droves of visitors have caused the 
National Park service to consider closing 
some parks to automobile traffic and requir
ing tourists to either ride shuttle buses 
through the park, or walk or ride horseback 
in. As an experiment, a portion of heavily 
used Yosemite Valley in Yosemite National 
Park, California, has been closed to cars. 

From my observation, there is no question 
that there are large numbers of people bat
ting about in the parks, but the crowds are 
not excessive or depressing or oppressive
and we made our tour in July and August, 
at the height of what was rega-rded as the 
most crowded season in history. 

The National Parks recorded 157 million 
visits in 1969. The estimate for fiscal 1971 is 
186 million. 

Ending our trip, we felt that the millions 
of park users should be congratulated for 
their neatness, their courtesy to each other 
and the care with which they treated the 
parks--and for their willingness to follow 
instructions of the rangers. 

I would like to admit here that before I 
left on the trip I expected to write afterwards 
about the population explosion, man's de
struction of nature and inhumanity to him
self in the National Parks. The facts did not 
bear out the preconception and did not 
support the scare-stories I had read. Yosemite 
Valley, for example, certainly was jammed, 
but the Valley area is about six-tenths of 
l percent of the park's total area. Most of 
the rest of the park was like Wall Street 
on Sunday afternoon: deserted. 

Why not open a little more of Yosemite 
to the public? It wouldn't have to be made 
as fancy as the Valley, but enough fac111ties 
could be put in to enable more people to 
more conveniently see one of the great scenic 
wonders of the world. 

The same goes for the rest of the parks, 
specifically including Yellowstone, which is 
so big it took us about 2Y2 days just to drive 
around in it, stopping only briefly to examine 
various natural wonders. But the actual area 
to which the public has easy access is but 
a fraction of the total. Yellowstone is almost 
as big as Rhode Island and Delaware com
bined, 

In addition to the National Parks, we have 
vast sections officially set aside as forest and 
wilderness areas, with limited access. Why 
not provide a few facilities to make parts 
of these areas possible to visit without the 
visitor having to be a latter-day Kit Carson? 

Just to give you Easterners a little idea 
about the vastness of the open spaces out 
west, Montana has 147,138 square miles of 
territory and Prince Geoges County, Mary
land, has 496 square miles. Both have about 
the same population : around 700,000. 

And there still are quite a few areas of 
Prince Georges County where you can wan
der around for a considerable time without 
seeing anyone. 

"Easy access" to parks and wild areas 
doesn't have to mean roads. The Department 
of Interior's publication "Park Road Stand
ards" points out that research is being done 
into the possibilities of using tramways, 
monorails, rail conveyor systems, buses, heli
copters and hydrofoils. 

My only lament about our park experience 
was that there weren't enough rangers. They 
can be so helpful to the visiting publlc, but 
there are so few of them. The parks, without 
exception, were noticeably understaffed. By 
"noticeably," I mean we hardly ever saw a 
ranger. 

Yellowstone, for example, has hundreds 
of dangerous geysers and other thermal mar
vels. Most of them are marked with signs 
warning people to stay on the walkways, but 
the signs are small and unobtrusive and 
there were no rangers anywhere in the vicin
tty of the geysers we saw. 

A 9-year-old boy fell in one last summer 
and was scalded so badly he died a few 
days later. 

While we and several score other persons 
were sitting on the benches safely out of 
range waiting for Old Faithful to spout off, 
two middle-aged women wearing high heels 
approached the steaming geyser, apparently 
intent upon peering into it. They finally 
turned back after many of us whistled and 
yelled at them that the geyser was due to 
blow any minute. (Old Faithful isn't pre
cise. The periods between blows vary by 
several minutes.) 

We watched many young and middle
aged people stop along the roads to feed the 
famous black bears, which are notoriously 
unpredictable, and get out of their cars to 
photograph them. We saw people walk across 
large open fields to take pictures of bull 
~oose and bull elk grazing. 

We didn't see anyone killed or injured 
and I can't figure out why. 

The Park Service issued warnings through 
a few signs and in brochures, but there were 
no rangers present at any of the above inci
dents and I saw none patroiling the park. 

Other dangers include no railings or even 
warning signs around the rims of precipitous 
canyons. You can't build a railing around 
a whole canyon, but one could be placed 
along the edges where people go to gawk, 
r.ear parking lots. _ · 

Another failing at Yellowstone and Gla
cier, for example, was the lack of rangers to 
check people in and out of campgrounds. 
The only way to find empty sites was to 
drive through and look over the entire camp
grounds. At Yosemite, rangers checked peo
ple in and out of sites on a master chart. 

To pay for our campsit e in Yellowst one, 
it was necessary to find the right ranger 
at the right time of day, and I failed in three 
attempts during two days. I finally gave up 
and left owing Uncle Sam $4. 

The rangers who were on duty were mag
nifioent, everywhere-particularly the ranger
naturalists and ranger-historians. They are 
genuinely dedicated to helping visitors gain 
a.s much from the park experience as pos
sible. 

But where was the ranger-money collector? 
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THE LEGAL SERVICES PROGRAM 
OF OEO 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, the legal 
services program of OEO must continue 
to serve the Nation by reinforcing con
fidence in the administration of justice. 
Efforts toward weakening the program 
must be rejected. In this regard, I am op
posed to title V, section 546, of the Fi
nance Committee bill, H.R. 17550, which 
prohibits the expenditure of Federal 
money "to nullify, challenge, or circum
vent any provision of the Social Security 
Act." 

The effect of such language is far 
reaching and quite obvious: It limits the 
scope and impact of the OEO legal serv
ices program. It creates a sort of second
class citizenship for those who are un
able to have easy access to the courts for 
redress of their governmental grievances 
while limiting this right to the privilege 
of the rich. 

Mr. President, in a time when we are 
encouraging the use of peaceful and in
stitutional means of expressing the anger 
and discontent of our citizens this pro
vision would do a great disservice to that 
objective. 

The following organizations of the 
legal community have voiced opposition 
to this provision: The American Bar As
sociation, the National Bar Association, 
the National Legal Aid and Defender As
sociation, and the ABA Standing Com
mittee on Legal and Indigent Defendants. 

Just as important has been the oppo
sition voiced by the Office of Economic 
Opportunity through its Director, Don
ald Rumsfeld. With the same vigor in 
which he successfully opposed the plan 
to permit State Governors to veto legal 
service programs, Donald Rumsfeld has 
fought this provision. I support Mr. 
Rumsfeld and thank him for his leader
ship. 

On December 3, Director Rumsfeld 
said the following: 

Legal Services lawyers have performed a 
valuable service in seeking to correct inequi
ties in the welfare system in this country by 
subjecting welfare laws to the scrutiny of the 
courts. For the first time, poor people have 
had access to the judicial system for the re
dress of grievances. For the first time, those 
who make and those who administer our wel
fare laws have been held accountable tn 
courts of law. 

In challenging the residency requirement 
and man-in-the-house provisions, Legal 
Services attorneys were carrying out their 
responsibllities to their clients in accordance 
with the Economic Opportunity Act and the 
Canons of Ethics of the legal profession. The 
fact that they were successful is a testimony 
to their professional competence and to the 
fiaws in the present welfare system. 

I! enacted, the Finance Committee lan
guage would seriously restrict the ab111ty of 
Legal Services attorneys to provide effective 
representation for their clients, limit the ac
cess of the poor to the judicial system, and 
set an unwise precedent by eliminating the 
likelihood that poor citizens could subject 
congressional and administrative decisions to 
review in the courts. 

I urge the Senate to reject this action. 

The contribution by Mr. Rumsfeld to 
the legal services program is not limited 
to this. In the 18 months as OEO Direc
tor, he has presided over an unprece
dented expansion in the size and opera
tions of the program. Legal services was 

given the status of one of 11 OEO offices 
whose chief reports directly to the Di
rector. The head of legal services was 
made an Associate Director of the 
Agency. 

During Mr. Rwnsfeld's term of office, 
the budget for legal services was in
creased by one-third; the legal services 
staff was doubled and the number of 
lawyers in the field increased to nearly 
2,000. The program's caseload was 
doubled from 610,000 in 1969 to 1.2 mil
lion cases projected for the current fiscal 
year. Management improvements are 
reflected in the fact that the caseload 
has been doubled while the budget has 
increased by only one-third. 

This record is convincing eVidence 
that President Nixon has made a wise 
choice for a White House counselor in 
Donald Rumsfeld. He will continue to 
make a valuable contribution to our Na
tion in the discharge of his new responsi
bilities. 

NO BLANK CHECK 
Mr. GORE. Mr. President, I urge rejec

tion of the language in the Department 
of Defense Appropriations Conference 
Report which provides a blank approval 
of whatever action the President might 
deem advisable in Southeast Asia. This 
language must be examined in the light 
of what has happened in Southeast Asia 
in the last 16 years and in the light of 
the last 6 months and the current uncer
tainity of future policy and action. It 
should be examined in the light of how 
it might possibly be interpreted in the 
future under circumstances that cannot 
now be predicted. 

Our policy announcements and our 
legislative action must be credible to our 
own people and to the world. 

The Senate bill, on the commendable 
initiative of the Committee on Appropri
ations of the Senate, stated that funds 
appropriated were not to be used to sup
port Vietnamese or free world forces in 
actions to provide military support or as
sistance to Cambodia or Laos. 

The conference committee, however, 
added a proviso reading as follows: 

Provided that nothing contained in this 
Section shall be construed to prohibit support 
of free world or local forces in actions de
signed "to promote the safe and orderly with
drawal or disengagement of U.S. forces from 
Southeast Asia or to aid in the release of 
Americans held as prisoners of war. 

This proviso has the effect of author
izing the President to take such action 
as he thinks necessary to aid in the re
lease of American prisoners of war and 
to use American forces to invade Cam
bodia or Laos if he thinks that necessary 
to promote the withdrawal of American 
forces from Southeast Asia. 

This is a case in which the proviso 
negates the stated policy to prevent 
American involvement militarily in Cam
bodia or Laos. Furthermore, it is an open 
ended authorization to the President to 
invade those countries or, for that mat
ter, North Vietnam itself. 

It is a predated grant of authority for 
invasion of North Vietnam. Indeed, Gen
eral Manor, who was in overall command 
of the Son Tay effort to liberate Amer
ican prisoners of war, according to an 

article in the Los Angeles Times of De
cember 3, said he hoped "that it would 
be feasible" to land a division in North 
Vietnam to rescue prisoners of war. He 
said that from a "personal point of 
view-! definitely would recommend 
more such raids." 

The effect of this provision is broader 
than the Tonkin Gulf Resolution. It 
would permit the President to do what
ever he wants to do in Cambodia Laos 
Thailand, or North Vietnam, as l~ng ~ 
he uses the guise of expediting with
drawal of American troops or freeing 
American prisoners of war, both of which 
are subject to conjecture. It will be re
called that the Cambodian incursion of 
last May was justified as a means of ex
pediting the withdrawal of troops from 
Vietnam and of saving lives. The fact 
that several hundred American boys lost 
their lives in the operation and that Sec
retary of State Rogers now reports "zero 
progress" toward a negotiated settlement 
seems all too easily forgotten. 

It will be recalled that in announcing 
the invasion of Cambodia on April 30 
1970, President Nixon said: ' 

We take this action not for the purpose of 
expanding the war into Cambodia, but for 
the purpose of ending the war in Vietnam 
and winning the just peace we all desire. 

The action did expand the war into 
Cambodia. Indeed, that little country is 
in a horrible plight. Instead of "winning 
the just peace we all desire," almost 8 
months later we have the doleful "zero 
progress" report of our Secretary of 
State. 

On that evening of last April 30, Presi
dent Nixon also said: 

A majority of the American people want 
to end this war rather than to have it drag 
on interminably. The action I have taken 
tonight wlll serve that purpose. 

One has but to look at the record of 
many mistaken judgments to realize the 
tragic record of vagaries in policy, "pur
pose" and action in this mistaken war. 

"We seek no wider war," former Presi
dent Lyndon Johnson repeatedly said as 
he repeatedly escalated the war. 

President Nixon was elected on a prom
ise to end the war. We waited for him 
to announce or implement a program to 
end the war. 

It was not until May 14, 1969, that the 
new President made a public statement 
about his plan to our people. Though 
long delayed, it was a hopeful speech. 

I applauded this speech and took heart 
from it, not only because the President 
ruled out a "purely military solution on 
the battlefield"-which seemed to me 
to leave a peaceful settlement or com
promise as the only viable alternative
but also because in his plans for a settle
ment he advanced a number of steps 
which I had long advocated: first, crea
tion of an international body agreeable 
to both sides to supervise troop with
drawals and ceasefires; second, all 
parties would agree to observe the 
Geneva accords of 1954 regarding South 
Vietnam and Cambodia, and the Laos 
accords of 1962, third, mutual with
drawal of non-South Vietnamese forces 
from South Vietnam and free choice for 
the people of South Vietnam. In support 
of this latter point the President con-
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demned, in three ditferent places in his 
speech, "a one-sided withdrawal"-a 
fact of considerable importance which I 
.shall take up later. And he went on to 
say: 

Almost without exception the leaders of 
non-Communist Asia have told me that they 
would consider a one-sided American with
drawal from Vietnam to be a threat to the 
security of their own nations. 

He did not rule out a coalition govern
ment. It had been my view for a long 
while that a compromise government 
and neutrality status for the former 
French colonies was the most feasible 
form of settlement in consonance with 
the terms of the Geneva accords. In fact, 
the President said: -

We have no objection to reunification, if 
that turns out to be what the people of 
North Vietnam and the people of South Viet
nam want; we ask only that the decision 
reflect the free choice of the people con
cerned. 

It was my view of the speech that the 
President had decided to use the man
date of his election, as Eisenhower had 
with the Korean war, to extricate the 
United States from Vietnam as quickly 
as he could. For this decision, I con
gratulated him and wished him the 
greatest good fortune in a speech on the 
floor of the Senate. I knew for a fact 
that this benign interpretation of the 
speech was encouraged by Dr. Henry 
Kissinger, National Security Affairs As
sistant to President Nixon, in a number 
of remarks and in telephone calls he 
made to several Senators on the Foreign 
Relations Committee. 

Secretary of State Rogers was sent to 
Saigon at the time of the speech to pla
cate the generals there who, unless they 
had changed their views-and there had 
been no indication of this-could be ex
pected to be against many of President 
Nixon's proposals; just as all along they 
had opposed any genuine Vietnamese 
peace or any South Vietnamese Govern
ment but their own. Apparently Secre
tary Rogers was not very successful, for 
President Nguyen Van Thieu immedi
ately demanded the meeting with Pres
ident Nixon which was held 3 weeks later 
in June at Midway Island. 

Immediately !before the Midway sum
mit meeting, Thieu had been making 
obvious efforts to forestall any prospects 
of a political settlement which would not 
guarantee the continuation in power of 
his junta. He went to South Korea, to 
Formosa, and to the Philippines solicit
ing allies and loudly exhorting them not 
to abandon him as he sought to box Pres
ident Nixon into abandoning his peace 
plan. Cacophonous screams of anger 
emanated from all these capitals against 
any move to "appease" the Communists. 
And the self-decorated and self-appoint
ed marshals and generals in Saigon pro
claimed that any election held must be 
"in accordance with the Constitution of 
South Vietnam." 

One notes almost comically-if it were 
not fraught with tragedy-that the South 
Vietnamese Constitution, which was pro
mulgated by Saigon with support from 
the United States, makes illegal "every 
activity designed to propagate or imple
ment communism," which, coupled with 

an electoral law that prevents neutral
ists from running for office, has the effect 
of limiting candidates to those who do 
not offend the ruling junta. To call this 
a "democratic constitution" is simply to 
indulge in newspeak. Yet that was pre
cisely President Thieu's idea of self-de
termination. Similarly, administration 
spokesmen have referred to the South 
Vietnamese Constitution as "an historic 
document insuring basic human and po
litical rights," and have hailed Thien's 
own "election" as a showcase event illus
trating how the will of the people had 
prevailed-even though with firm U.S. 
support he had received only a small mi
nority of votes cast. 

As the Midway meeting approached, all 
the factious fury coming from Thieu and 
his cohorts was echoed here at home. The 
hawks screamed about giving in to "the 
Communists" and President Nixon him
self made another speech on June 4 at the 
Air Force Academy which struck a chord 
quite different from that of his speech 
of May 14-and which, in fact, added up 
to a ringing defense of the military: 

It is open season on the armed forces-
Patriotism is considered by some to be a 
backward, unfashionable fetish of the unedu
cated and unsophisticated. . . . We shall re
affirm our aspiration to greatness or we shall 
choose instead to withdraw into ourselves ... 

At Midway, as so frequently before, an 
American President found himself sty
mied. Hemmed in by political pressures 
at home, by a wily "ally'' abroad, and by 
insistent military advice from both 
places, President Nixon quietly shifted 
gears and proceeded full-speed-where? 
Into reverse. Without formally announc
ing the abandonment of his May 14 peace 
plan, President Nixon simply charted a 
different course-"phased withdrawal." 
The psychological sop he offered the 
American people was proclamation of a 
gradual "unilateral withdrawal"--de
nounced thrice in his speech of only a 
month before-of 25,000 American 
troops, with further disengagement 
promised for the future. This was called 
''Vietnamiza tion." 

"Vietnamization," resulted from a liai
son between the Pentagon and Saigon in 
the fall of 1968. Before leaving office as 
Secretary of Defense, Clark Clifford had 
said in a report: 

We will continue to seek ways to effect a 
reduction of hostilities to lower the level of 
violence in South Vietnam, and to turn over 
more and more defense responsibilities to the 
South Vietnamese themselves. 

But regardless of who first engineered 
this scheme, there is no doubt that it was 
a far cry from President Nixon's earlier 
"plan" to end the war with a peaceful 
settlement. Acknowledging that the re
turn home of any soldier is most wel
come, I warned in the Senate that a 
''phased withdrawal" that involved keep
ing U.S. military forces in South Viet
nam to prop up the Saigon military re
gime until it could and would maintain 
itself in power was simply a covert for
mula for prolonging instead of ending 
the war. 

Yet the administration asserted that 
somehow the withdrawal of U.S. troops 
from South Vietnam, coupled with more 
equipment and training for the South 

Vietnamese Army, would put pressure on 
North Vietnam to negotiate a settlement. 
The very contrary appears more logical. 
Indeed, "Vietnamization" and negotia
tion appear to be absolute incompatibles. 
"Vietnamization" relies for success upon 
maintaining the Thieu-Ky regime and 
its military establishment in power. On 
the other hand, a successful policy of 
negotiation would require the United 
States to persuade a coalescence of 
forces, factions, and factors in Vietnam 
into a compromise government which 
would require that Thieu and Ky step 
.down from the pinnacle of power on 
which "Vietnamization, proposes to keep 
them. 

U.S. public opinion responded enthu
siastically to the appealing promise of 
"bringing the boys home" and of thwart
ing communism at the same time. 
Strangely, even the win-the-war-at-any
price advocates endorsed it. Questions as 
to whether it was a carefully considered 
strategy for peace, or a political maneu
ver to placate the public while continu
ing the war, seemed off-key. All those 
asking such "impudent" questions came 
under the lash of Vice President AGNEW, 
who suggested that Americans should 
"divide on authentic lines." 

We were, tragically, traveling once 
again on the long-war road. 

The complete about-face from Presi
dent Nixon's position of May 14 was ef
fected only by his television speech to the 
Nation on November 3, 1969. Here he re
iterated all the discredited arguments 
for American involvement in Vietnam, 
and then, despite its rectitude, affirmed 
again that he was going to "get us out" 
of it anyway. 

Some of the President's foreign policy 
advisers counseled against the John
sonian hard line language of that speech. 
But Mr. Nixon insisted, I am reliably in
formed, that three American Presidents 
had sent American boys to their deaths in 
the jungles of Southeast Asia, and he 
could not afford to tell the Nation that 
these sacrifices had been in vain. He said, 
I am most reliably informed, that he 
must bring "political cohesion, to the 
country. If one narrowly interprets the 
President's decision, his language and his 
actions, one might conclude that do
mestic political considerations were an 
important ingredient, if not the essen
tial one, for this desired "political co
hesion." Viewed more broadly, one could 
conclude that President Nixon thus 
sought national unity, or at least major
ity support, for the war at the very price 
of continuing it. 

In either case, the President had passed 
up his best opportunity to bring the war 
to a close through a negotiated settle
ment-and thus had rejected not only 
his own earlier proposals, but also the 
mandate of his election. 

Thereafter, Ambassador Lodge re
signed. The peace conference in Paris 
was downgraded. U.S. troop withdrawals 
were increased. North Vietnamese infil
tration into South Vietnam increased. 
Tension increased. 

Cambodia was invaded. President 
Nixon said this action •tgtves Vietnamiza
tion a better chance." U.S. withdrawals 
increased; North Vietnamese inflltra-
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tion continued, bringing the largest 
number of North Vietnamese in South 
Vietnam in the history of the war. 

But policy took another hopeful turn 
last October when President Nixon made 
another "negotiation" speech and se
lected Ambassador Bruce to go to the 
Paris Peace Conference. 

Yet ominous threats of reescalation 
have been made within the last few days 
by both President Nixon and Secretary 
Laird. 

One of the many unfortunate aspects 
of this most unfortunate war is that our 
policy has evolved seemingly without di
rection, shifting and changing with the 
seasons of the political climate. 

It is against this background of sad, 
shifting policy that the language of the 
conference report must be considered. 
We must beware of the danger of a 
"wider" war for the purpose of "saving" 
lives. 

Surely our sad experience with the 
Tonkin Gulf resolution is sufficient 
warning as to the inadvisability of pass
ing a second Tonkin Gulf amendment. 

A GOOD CHOICE-GOVERNOR 
CONNALLY 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, we have 
watched the newspaper columnists and 
interpretive reporters-people who do not 
let the facts interfere with their opin
ions-belabor the possible political as
pects of the President's decision to name 
Gov. John Connally, Secretary of the 
Treasury. 

Obscured by their bedazzlement with 
the politics of the appointment is the 
fact that Governor Connally would be an 
asset to any administration. 

Seldom, indeed, has a man come into 
a Cabinet with such broad experience 
and such outstanding qualifications. 

Secretary of the Navy, three times 
Governor of Texas, lawyer, skilled poli
tician, Governor Connally is familiar 
with the workings of government and 
with the attitudes and approaches of 
those in government. 

We hear the nonsense that he does not 
have a banker's knowledge of the econ
omy. But, in truth, t his is nonsense. 

Any man who has had to put a State 
budget together in these complicated 
times knows something about the econ
omy. Any man who has governed a com
plex State such as Texas with a diversi
fied economy that includes agriculture, 
livestock, oil, defense industry, shipping, 
among others, knows the problems of the 
economy. 

The cures for the problems? Who 
knows them? I would venture to say that 
the policies Governor Connally helps 
promulgate will be as effective and worth
while as most of those proposed by his 
predecessors of the last 40 years. 

Mr. President, it is easy to see the po
litical advantages that accrue to the 
President from this appointment. 

The advantages to the Nation may be 
a little less visible. but I would venture to 
predict that during his service in Presi
dent Nixon's Cabinet, Governor Connally 
will leave an indelible mark on the Treas-

ury, this administration, and on the 
Nation. 

ANALYSIS OF DIPHTHERIA OUT
BREAK IN AUSTIN, TEX., 1967-69, 
BY JAMES B. STEWART 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 

one of the more important bills which 
Congress has passed this year is the 
Communicable Disease Act, s. 2264, 
which I introduced in the first session 
of this Congress. This is now Public Law 
91-464 since it was signed into law on 
October 16, 1970. 

While this law is most often thought 
of in the context of the threatened 
rubella epidemic in this country, it has 
significant implications for other com
municable diseases such as the diphtheria 
outbreak that happened in my home
town of Austin, Tex., during 1967-69. To 
illustrate the need for this legislation, I 
ask unanimous consent that an article 
entitled "Analysis of the Diphtheria Out
break in Austin, Tex., 1967-69" from t-he 
November 1970 issue of Public Health 
Reports, written by Dr. James C. Stew
art, Jr., be printed at this point in the 
RECORD. Dr. Stewart is assistant director 
for comprehensive health planning of 
the Community Council of Austin and 
Travis County, Austin, Tex. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

ANALYSIS OF THE DIPHTHERIA OUTBREAK 

IN AUSTIN, TEXAS, 1967-69 
(By James C. Stewart, Jr., Ph. D.) 

In recent years, out breaks of communi
cable diseases in the United States have 
followed a clearly discernible pattern. Nu
merous reports (1-34) indicate that these 
outbreaks occur primarily among low socio
economic groups. The recent outbreaks of 
diphtheria in Florida (35), Illinois (36), 
Washington (37), Oregon (38) , and Texas 
(39, 40), also seemed to follow this pattern. 
A traditional explanation for the occurrence 
of communicable diseases among low socio
econoxnic groups is that people affected by 
such diseases are uninformed or apathet ic 
toward existing !>reventive measures. Zalma's 
report on the diphtheria outbreak in Austin 
( 41 ) stated " . .. there inevitably remains a 
pool of susceptibles--the 'hard core' families 
who never turn out for immunizations or 
who refuse to take them." 

My analysis of a local outbreak of diph
theria has possible implications for the oc
currences of communicable diseases in other 
low socioeconoxnic areas of the nation. The 
solutions to the local problem which I de
scribe also have possible national signif
icance. 

DIPHTHERIA IN AUSTIN, 1967-69 

Beginning in October 1967 and continuing 
through December 1969, Austin, in Travis 
County, had one of the largest diphtheria 
outbreaks in any U.S. metropolitan area dur
ing that time (table 1). Although outbreaks 
occurred in other Texas counties, the out
break in Austin and other areas of Travis 
County lasted longer and affected more peo
ple (table 2). 

TABLE !.- DIPHTHERIA INCIDENCE IN TRAVIS COUNTY, THE STATE OF TEXAS, AND THE UNITED STATES, 1967-69 
PUBLIC HEALTH REPORTS 

1967 

Population 1 Cases Rates 

Travis County _____ ________________________ 263, 981 
Texas including Travis County ____ ___________ 10,924, 009 
Texas exclud ing Travis County_______________ 10, 660, 028 
United States________ ______________________ 197, 859, 000 

12 4. 55 
72 .66 
60 . 56 

214 . 11 

1 1967 estimates. 

1968 

Cases Rates 

64 24.24 
131 1. 20 
67 • 63 

243 . 12 

Cases 

1969 

37 
75 
38 

232 

Rates 

14.02 
. 69 
. 36 
• 12 

TABLE 2.-DIPHTHERIA INCIDENCE IN TEXAS COUNTIES WHICH REPORTED 5 OR MORE CASES TO THE TEXAS STATE 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, 1967-69 

County 

Bexar _____ ______ ___ ______________________ _ 
Dallas ______________________ ------·--------
Jefferson _______________________________ __ _ 
Kleberg ________ _______________________ • ___ _ 
Nueces _______________________ _____ ______ _ 
Travis ___________ --_----------- - ----------

' 1967 estimates. 
2 Less than 5 cases reported. 

Population t 

839, 330 
1, 201, 617 

254, 017 
29,137 

234, 081 
263, 981 

As is typical in diphtheria outbreaks, the 
Austin victims were predominantly 15 years 
of age and under. Of the 101 cases reported 
during October 1967 to October 1969, 42 were 
in Negroes and 57 in whites (52 of whom 
were Mexican-American). The ethnic classi
fications for two patients were undetermined 
because of a lack of standard procedures for 
the collection and publication of such data. 
Although Mexican-Americans constitute only 
14.4 percent of the population, according to 
estimat es by Austin's department of plan
rung, they had 52 percent of the cases of 
diphtheria during this time. Negroes consti
tute 11.4 percent of the population, but had 
42 percent of the diphtheria cases. Anglo
Americans, 74.2 percent of the population, 
had only 5 percent of the diphtheria cases. 

1967 

Cases Rates 

(2~ ------:42-
(2) ----- -----
17 58.35 
8 3. 42 

12 4. 55 

1968 

Cases Rates 

6 0. 71 
(2) -- ---- ---
(2) ----------
18 61.78 
14 5. 98 
64 24.24 

1969 

Cases Rates 

9 I. 07 

W -----T33 
(2) ----------w -----1.r02 

The cases occurred predominantly in the 
low socioeconoxnic are8.6 of the city and 
county. From October 1967 to October 1968, 
49 cases occurred in a cluster of five census 
tracts. Only six cases occurred outside these 
areas. From October 1968 to October 1969, 34 
cases occurred in the same cluster of five cen
sus tracts. Again, only six cases occurred out
side these areas. 

Attempts have been made to alleviate the 
problem of diphtheria in Austin. In June 
1968 the city-county health department be
gan special diphtheria immunization clinics 
in addition to the five clinics routinely con
ducted in the lower socioeconomic areas. 
Clinic times were extended into the early 
evening. Saturday and Sunday clinics were 
added. During October 1968 immunizations 
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for diphtheria and tetanus were given at 36 
public and parochial schools and community 
recreational centers. 

Members of the Travis County Medical 
Society met with the Austin School Board 
early in 1969, and regulations were written 
requiring immunizations against five com
municable diseases, measles (rubeola), diph
theria, tetanus, smallpox, and poliomyeli
tis, before admission to school in September 
1969. In November and December 1969, the 
city-county health department personnel 
gave first and second diphtheria and tetanus 
immunizations in the 16 elementary public 
and three parochial schools in the east Aus
tin area. 

During September through December 1969, 
the Comprehensive Health Planning Com
mission sponsored several meetings with offi
cials from the Travis County Medical So
ciety, school officials, Human Opportunities 
Corporation {Office of Economic Opportun
ity), city-county h-ealth department per
sonnel, and persons from the east Austin 
neighborhood to discuss the diphtheria 
problem and possible solutions to it. Special 
clinics; house-to-house neighborhood can
vasses; and radio, television, and newspaper 
coverage of the clinic hours and the impor
tance of getting immunized were suggested. 
Neighborhood groups offered to follow up 
those who had not completed the series, if 
the names could be made available. It was 
also suggested that an annual Immunization 
program and monitoring system be set up in 
the elementary public and parochial schools 
in east Austin. Despite all this activity, Travis 
County had 37 cases of diphtheria in 1969 
(42). 

Austin's problem with underimmunized 
low-income people is not unique, as recent 
reports have revealed (35-40). However, the 
time has come to raise questions as to some 
possible reasons for the occurrence of com
municable disease outbreaks. As I interpret 
existing data. on communicable diseases, the 
following are primary parameters. 

Communicable disease outbreaks are pri
marily a result of consumers who are unin
formed or apathetic with respect to preven
tive measures. This alternative has been dis
cussed in previous reports {8, 34, 43) . They 
cite extensive bibliographies that question 
the validity of the traditional explanation of 
apathy for the general underimmunized sta
tus of low socio-economic people. Based on 
these studies, it seems plausible to search 
elsewhere for other causes of communicable 
diseases among low socioeconomic people. 

Some vaccines are not effective in prevent
ing certain diseases. This alterna.tive certainly 
merits research. Older's study (44) and re
ports from the Center for Disease Control 
(39, 40) indicate that this parameter should 
be considered with regard to the fully im
munized people who contract diphtheria.. Fu
ture research should include investigation of 
the occurrence of diphtheria in young adults 
who had the complete series as children but 
are no longer protected and in those persons 
who had recently received their second im
munization but contracted the disease before 
immunization protection had been estab
lished. 

Communicable disease outbreaks are pri
marily a result of uninformed or apathetic 
providers of preventive measures. This al
ternative also merits future research. The 
present study represents an empirical anal
ysis of one communicable disease outbreak 
that, based on experience and the literature, 
suggests that this alternative is a likely can
didate as a primary parameter. 

The causes of communicable disease out
breaks are overcrowding, poverty, and mal
nutrition. These conditions prevail in every 
metropolitan area in the United States to a 
degree equal to or greater than in Aust1n. 

A combination of the foregoing. Many com
municable disease outbreaks are the result of 
a combination of the four parameters dis-

cussed. Further analysis of the Austin data 
may provide a clearer insight into the com
plexities of the problem. 

The following explanations are offered as to 
why Austin continues to have diphtheria. 
According to health department estimates in 
February 1970, 90,000 immunizations were 
given during the outbreak. The disease, how
ever, has continued to occur in the same 
socioeconomic areas and among the same 
ethnic groups. In 1968, even with a "captive" 
school population, more than 10,000 immuni
zations produced only a 64 percent comple
tion rate for the elementary schools in the 
low socioeconomic areas. After immuniza
tions were given in these schools for 2 con
secutive years, only three of the 16 ele
mentary public schools had a completed im
munization rate of 80 percent or higher. 
Others were as low as 36 percent. The city
county health department and the elemen
tary schools keep separate records. They have 
been unable to establish procedures to record 
promptly the immunizations as they are re
ceived. The public health department officials 
seem reluctant to lend their records to the 
schools for the transcription of immuniza
tion data to school records because the de
partment's policy is not to allow records to 
be loaned out for any reason. The health 
department has not been able to establish 
a time when this information can be made 
available to the schools. This problem should 
be resolved and greater cooperation should 
be encouraged between agencies to share 
records. 

The Texas State Department of Health op
erates a birth certificate followup program 
that provides the local health department 
with the names and addresses of newborn 
babies whose parents have not completed 
a form indicating that the immunization se
ries has been started. Of the 1,330 referrals 
received in 1969, the health department proc
essed 288 by telephone and home visits. There 
is no system to determine how many of those 
processed actually completed an immuniza
tion series. 

Perhaps the most striking deficiency of the 
local health department immunization pro
gram was the lack of outreach capability in 
the low socioeconomic areas. Previous reports 
(8, 18, 34, 43) indicate the importance of 
such a component in any effort to motivate 
low socioeconomic people to participate in 
public health programs. However, public 
health nurse supervisors generally have been 
resistant to the idea of using neighborhood 
people in outreach efforts, and this resistance 
has been evident in Austin. The public health 
nurses justified the refusal to release names 
of people who fail to complete their diptheria 
series to neighborhood volunteers for follow
up purposes in the name of confidentiality, 
although the city's legal department ruled it 
legally permissible. 

Because of newspaper, radio, and television 
publicity, action by neighborhood center per
sonnel, and use of a sound truck to announce 
that school immunization requirements 
would be enforced, the special immunization 
cl1nics were predictably inundated. During 
one October Sunday clinic in 1969, 466 peo
ple were immunized between 1 and 5 p .m. 
This clinic was better staffed than the other 
special clinics, and it had two jet-injector 
guns. The staff consisted of one State health 
department employee, one student nurse, 
three nurses, and two clerks. (The clinics 
are usually staffed with two or three nurses 
and two clerks and have no jet-injector 
guns.) Comparison of the data from the spe
cial clinics in October 1969 with the same 
clinics in November 1969 revealed that 179 
people came into the Pan American clinic 
for their first DTP or DT injection on October 
12, but only 3¥2 percent returned on No
vember 9 for their second injection. Of 
the 139 people who came into the Sabine 
clinic on October 5 for their first DTP or 
DT injection, only 19 percent returned on 

November 2 for their second injection. Of 
the 108 people who came into the Meadow
brook clinic on October 12 for their first 
DTP injection, only 15 percent returned on 
November 9 for their second injection. Of the 
71 persons who came to the Montopolis clin
ic on October 5 for their first DTP or DT 
injection, only 29¥2 percent returned for 
their second injection on November 2. 

One interpretation of these data could be 
the traditional one that the people are 
apathetic or uninformed. This interpretation 
raises a question-if th.e people are apathetic 
or uninformed, why did they come out the 
first time? Observation of several special 
clinics suggested other possible explanations 
for the low percentage of people who re
turned for their second DTP or DT immuniza
tion. In the Pan American clinic on Sunday, 
October 12, 1969, from 1 to 5 p.m., the wait
ing time for immunizations was 1 to 2 hours. 
Although the Pan American Center is a 
large building, parents and children were 
standing in the rain because there was no 
one to organize the lin-es. The clinic in gen
eral was poorly organized. Nurses used one 
narrow passageway for both entrance and 
exit. There were too few clerks for the paper
work-two to support four professionals. In 
order to operate a mass clinic efficiently, the 
staff ratio should be at least two clerks 
for every professional person. There was no 
one who could explain the procedures in 
Spanish to the people standing in line. Few 
were told when to return or the importance 
of returning for the second immunization. 

During rush periods some special clinics 
gave only DTP or DT injections and referred 
the people to regularly scheduled clinics for 
their other immunizations. Reports by the 
Comprehensive Health Planning Commission 
staff on other special cllnics confirmed this 
pattern. The city-county health department 
continued to hold most of its special clinics 
at the central office, although its data for 
February and March 1969 indicated that less 
than 30 percent of the people who came to the 
central clinic were from east Austin where 
the diphtheria was occurring. The single 
evening clinic, at the same location, was 
open only until 6 p.m. The health depart
ment's general policy was to close the clinics 
promptly at the stated times regardless of 
how many people might be waiting. The 
health department began to use a small 
mobile unit in November 1969, with some 
clinics operating from 5-7 p.m., but it could 
only serve a small number of people. It is 
evident that mass immunization clinics as 
operated in Austin cannot be looked upon 
as an effective method of solving communi
cable disease problems. This is particularly 
true of communicable diseases that require 
(a) more than one immunization, {b) peri
odic boosters, and (c) immunization of pre
school children of low socioeconomic levels. 

CONCLUSIONS 

The deficiencies described suggest why 
diphtheria contlnued to occur in Austin. It 
would be a simple matter to make the local 
city-county health department the scapegoat. 
This would be neither fair nor accurate. Most 
health departments for years have been in
adequately funded for the task they have 
been .expected to perform. Most schools also 
have been inadequately funded and struc
tured in health and health-related matters. 

I believe the situation that I described is 
not solely local but one that exists generally 
across the nation. There are few or no health 
auxiilaries to do outreach work, few clinics 
near the low socioeconomic population, few 
clinics operating in the evening hours, and 
often a "means" test is a barrier to persons 
most in need of immunization. Careful anal
ysis of communicable disease data where the 
diseases are occurring seems to support this 
position. 

Based on reported experiences throughout 
the country, immunization programs estab
lished in the elementary schools, comprehen-
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sive in scope and operated without l'egard to 
any "means" test, have proved effective in 
preventing or halting communicable disease 
epidemics. Such a program is not subject to 
the weaknesses I described earlier because 
parents are receptive to school-sponsored 
activities, which reach virtually all socio
economic groups. Since the population to be 
immunized will be known in advance, public 
or school health officials can efficiently sched
ule and establish locations for the immuni
zations. Such a program coupled with an 
intensive concentration on reaching pre
school children should virtually eliminate 
many communicable diseases which continue 
to occur in this country. 

If these conclusions are accurate, it is es
sential to build into curriculums and pro
grams the importance o! teaching physicians, 
health officers, health administrators, and 
nurses the following: (a) the need for, and 
utility of, health auxiliary personnel and how 
they may be selected, trained, and supervised, 
(b) the use of data in program activities and 
program planning, (c) the need !or under
standing the people to be served, and (d) the 
recognition that communicable diseases are 
public health problems, and, as such, ob
structive "means" tests should be eliminated. 
People charged wtih delivering services to 
the poor often have a distorted concept o! 
such persons' values, attitudes, and motiva
tions. 

Much of this could also be taught through 
inservice programs. I! the medical schools, 
the public schools, the schools o! public 
health, local medical societies, and local 
health departments cannot or will not ad
dress themselves to the problems I have out
lined, unnecessary diphtheria., poliomyelltls, 
measles, and rubella w111 continue to result 
in debllita.tion and loss o! human and eco
nomic resources. 
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TRffiUTES TO SENATOR WILLIAMS 
OF DELAWARE 

Mr. STENNIS. Mr. President, it is cer
tainly not a happy thing for me to think 
of our colleague's leaving the Senate. 
His span here has been 1 year more than 
mine. We both came in the class of 
1947, he in January, and I came in No
vember 1947. 

First, I want to mention my sense of 
gratitude and sense of indebtedness to 
Senator WILLIAMS for the advice and 
counsel he has given me on various mat
ters, not on legislation alone, but also on 
other matters that affected the Senate 
and were of grave concern to me and to 
the Senate. 

These were times when I would go to 
him rather than his coming to me. I 
always found that he gave all matters 
his most imparti.al consideration, im
personal evaluations, and I always re
ceived sound, far-reaching advice. 

The Senate owes him the same debt of 
gratitude along that line that I do. He 
stands for the things that the Senate at 
its best stands for. 

Mr. President, I mention ·also that I 
have seen him weather the storms of ad
versi·ty. I have seen him weather the 
storm of criticism. I have seen him 
weather the stonn of being m.isunder
stood. 

It was not easy for him to attain the 
position of influence that he has had 
here. But he kept on. He never varied his 
pace or his purpose . 

I have known Senators to come to the 
Senate and get the wrong impression of 
JOHN. even after he had obtained a meas
ure of his position of influence. More 
than one said to me, "I cannot under
stand that fellow." 

I would say to them, "You stay around 
a whlle, and you will understand him 
and also follow him." And they did. 
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That is another illustration of what 

he has meant here beyond legislation 
alone. 

I was told by an elder Senator when 
I came here that the test of a man who 
comes to the Senate is that he either 
grows or he swells. 

Certainly, our friend from Delaware 
has grown. He has grown and he has 
never swollen. He has helped all of us to 
try to grow. 

I think the thing he leaves with us that 
he treasw-es the most, and it is the 
thought I treasw-e most, is that he en
joys the wholesome respect of every 
Member of this body who is here now, 
as well as those who have gone before. 
That respect is a quality that will con
tinue with him and his memory and he 
can have the assurance that he will al
ways have that respect. 

If I could sum UP JOHN WILLIAMS as a 
man in one word it would be genuine
ness-a genuine gentleman, a genuine 
man, of character and honor. I salute 
him and thank him. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, the tra
ditional concept of integrity in Ameri
can government is summarized in Presi
dent Cleveland's phrase, "A public office 
is a public trust." Today it is my great 
pleasw-e to join in paying tribute to a 
man who, dw-ing almost a quarter cen
tury in this body, has done so much of 
significance to advance and enforce that 
concept. 

The distinguished senior Senator from 
Delaware has registered an impressive 
list of contributions and accomplish
ments. Time after time he has risen in 
this body to insist on fiscal responsibil
ity, to challenge an apparently unwise 
use of public funds, to question proce
dures and programs which in his rea
soned judgment were contrary to the 
public interest. Time after time, with
out extensive staff or fanfare, he has 
conducted persistent investigations of 
misfeasance or carelessness in govern
ment, and has prompted important re
organizations and reforms. 

Even more important than these 
achievements is the concept of service 
which has become indelibly linked with 
the name and career of JoHN J. WIL
LIAMS. He has been often called the con
science of the Senate, but this title 
scarcely does justice to his intensely per
sonal standards, his unchallenged indi
vidual integrity, and his unyielding in
sistence on honesty in men as well as in 
government. To an exceptional degree, 
he has assumed personal responsibility 
for the quality of government. He has 
regarded the public trust as a personal 
obligation, and has fulfilled that trust 
by his tireless efforts to insw-e the wisest 
conduct of the Nation's business. 

Mr. President, Senator WILLIAMS is a 
statesman in the Senate and a uniquely 
valuable citizen in the Nation. I suspect 
that the people of Delaware would en
thusiastically return him to the Senate 
again and again. I know that we would 
profit from his continued service here. 
But, typically, in his voluntary retire
ment, Senator WILLIAMS js following his 
own strict standards and implementing 
in his own life the principles he has 
urged us to enact into law. 

The Nation owes JoHN WILLIAMS its 
thanks, gratitude, and respect. As I join 
in this well-deserved tribute today, it is 
my hope that, although he is departing 
from the Senate, Senator WILLIAMS will 
continue to give us the benefit of his 
insight and experience for many years. 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, when this 
9lst Congress adjourns, it will mean the 
retirement from this body of OW' dis
tinguished colleague from Delaware <Mr. 
WILLIAMS) , who is following, even in this 
act of retiring, the dictates of high prin
ciple. 

All of us, on both sides of the aisle, 
Mr. President, are going to miss the inci
sive, thorough contributions to the Sen
ate's debates on the public's business, I 
know. Even more, I would venture to 
say, is the public going to miss the ef
fective, no-nonsense approach to legis
lation brought to this chamber virtually 
every working day since January of 1947 
by Senator WILLIAMS. His name has be
come a by-word with countless thousands 
of Americans who appreciate and ap
plaud his tireless representation. And, of 
cow-se, it is apparent by his record over 
the years how the people of the first State 
regard their distinguished senior Sena
tor. 

Mr. President, I wish to join my col
leagues in the Senate in paying tribute 
to the long and distinguished service of 
Senator WILLIAMS, in wishing him many 
years of fruitful, involved retirement. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I have 
listened intently to the comments of Re
publicans and Democrats praising JoHN 
WILLIAMS. The views of this freshman 
Senator are less eloquent, but very much 
like those expressed by the Senator from 
West Virginia <Mr. BYRD) and the Sena
tor from Michigan (Mr. GRIFFIN) with 
perhaps one significant exception. It 
should be emphasized that despite his 24 
years in the Senate, JoHN WILLIAMS al
ways had time to counsel junior Senators. 

My predecessor, Senator Frank Carl
son, advised me before I came to the 
Senate that the Senator to seek advice 
from was JOHN WILLIAMS. 

Senator Carlson and the late Senator 
Andrew Schoeppel had great respect for 
Senator WILLIAMS. I knew why soon after 
coming to the Senate. I have learned 
much from the gentleman from Delaware 
and respect him for his cow-age, in
tegrity, resow-cefulness, and loyalty. 

It should, of cow-se, be noted that 
JOHN WILLIAMS is a proud Republican. 
His efforts in the Senate have strength
ened our party in Delaware and across 
the Nation. Those on our side of the aisle 
therefore have additional reason to be 
proud of our colleague who came to, and 
who departs from, this body a young 
man. 

For nearly a quarter of a century, he 
has rendered outstanding service. I have 
been privileged to serve with him for only 
2 of these years, but shall always re
member his many kindnesses, courtesies, 
and his sound advice. 

Mr. HOLLAND. Mr. President, after 
my good friend of many years, Senator 
JoHN WILLIAMS of Delaware, announced 
last year that he would not become a 
candidate for reelection to a :fifth term 

in the Senate, I unsuccessfully endeav
ored for months to persuade him to 
change his mind. His service to his State 
and our Nation, and indeed to the Senate 
itself, has been so outstanding since he 
came here, as I did, as one of the Senate 
class of 1946, that I felt and still feel that 
his loss will be a very great one indeed. 

He has been constantly insistent upon 
greater economy in OW' Federal Govern
ment, and his efforts, frequently success
ful, have brought many substantial sav
ings in ow- Federal expenditures. Fre
quently meeting with disappointment in 
attaining his objectives in this field, he 
has nevertheless persevered, year after 
year, and the fiscal strength of our Na
tion has benefited, over and over again, 
from his continued efforts. 

His disclosw-e of questionable and 
sometimes fraudulent handling of Gov
ernment money and Government trusts 
by public servants has resulted in stricter 
law enforcement and in better perform
ance of their duties by public officials 
generally. 

His adherence to the highest standards 
of official and personal ethics has re
flected credit on the Senate and has set 
high and inspiring standards for all of 
the rest of us who have served as his 
colleagues in the Senate. 

Personally he is a modest, gentle and 
friendly person who numbers countless 
friends who unite in respecting and ad
miring this unusual man, and in recog
nizing his great service to ow- Nation at 
this time of his voluntary retirement 
from the Senate. 

My wife Mary and I want the RECORD 
to express ow- affection for him and his 
lovely wife, Elsie, who has also reflected 
great credit upon the Senate as a Senate 
wife dw-ing their 24 years here. We wish 
for both of them the fullest measw-e of 
health and happiness dw-ing what we 
hope may be many added years together. 

FAMILY AID PROGRAM 
Mr. BENNETT. Mr. President, institu

tions are slow to change, especially when 
they are cast on a scale appropriate to 
this very large Nation. OW' very size and 
the vast differences in regions are part 
of the problem. 

The leisw-e to deal with change and 
emerging needs is no longer a luxury 
available to the generation in charge. 
In an age of rising expectations, we find 
that the very premises of ow- society are 
being irreverently reexamined by for
merly quiescent groups, which are now 
raising their voices and flexing their 
political muscles. 

This country has traditionally been 
very conservative in its attitude toward 
the Government's obligations to the 
individual citizen. The pioneer influence 
is still strong, with its emphasis on self
reliance and rising through one's own 
efforts. 

Our present welfare system has been 
in existence less than 40 years, and in 
so short a time has become the focus of 
so much discontent, confusion, cross 
purposes, and disincentives that one is 
hardly likely to find a spokesman in its 
favor in any forum across the country. 
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But discontented as we all are with 
the present welfare system, it has not 
been easy to evolve an acceptable pro
gram which will correct all the defi
ciencies of the existing mechanism, which 
is little more than an accretion of 
legislative innovations and patchwork 
remedies. 

What the administration is offering to 
the Congress is essentially a clean sweep 
of the old structure with its built-in 
guarantees of failure. 

I am today introducing this compre
hensive amendment which provides for 
the establishment of the family assist
ance plan with State supplementary 
assistance plans and for the establish
ment of vastly improved manpower 
services, training, employment, and 
child care programs for recipients. The 
provisions of this amendment are ba
sically similar to those of the family 
assistance plan in H.R. 16311 as passed 
by the House of Representatives with 
certain modifications and improvements 
that have been developed over the past 
several months. 

The amendment contains the follow
ing major provisions: 

ELIGmiLITY AND AMOUNT 

Basic Federal payments to virtually 
all families with children where family 
income is at a level of less than $500 per 
year for the first two people plus $300 
for each additional person. 

The basic Federal payment would be 
at the rate of $1,600 a year for a family 
of four with no other income. For fam
ilies with earnings, the first $720 of an
nual earnings would be disregarded and 
the payment would be reduced by 50 per
cent of any additional earnings. Pay
ments would generally be reduced dollar 
for dollar for unearned income. 

WORK REQUIREMENT 

As a condition of receipt of payments, 
able-bodied adults, other than those spe
cifically excluded from the work require
ments, such as mothers with children un
der 6, woulC. be required to register for 
training or work and to accept training 
or suitable work offered them. A person 
who did not comply with this require
ment could not be paid a family assist
ance payment and there would be a loss 
to the family of the basic $500 amount 
otherwise payable to the first--or sec
ond-family member. 

DAY CARE 

The amendment would also provide a 
strong child-care component to enable 
mothers of school-age children who are 
required to register and other mothers 
who volunteer for work training or em
ployment to participate in training and 
work. A mother would not be required 
to take training or employment if ade
quate child-care arrangements could not 
be made. 

STATE SUPPLEMENTATION 

In addition to the basic Federal pay
ment, States would be required to pro
vide supplementary payments to families 
other than working poor families; that 
is, supplementary payments would be 
provided for eligible families in which 
one parent was dead, disabled, or absent, 

or in which the father was unemployed. 
States would generally be required to 
supplement the basic FAP payment up 
to at least the present payment level in 
the State. The Federal Government 
would match 30 percent of the cost of 
the supplementary payments up to the 
poverty level as set forth in the bill. 

ADMINISTRATION 

The amendment provides for various 
administrative options with substantial 
thrust toward Federal administration of 
cash assistance and administrative sep
aration of eligibility and payments pro
cedures from social services plans. Spe
cifically, any wholly federally financed 
program, such as assistance to the 
working poor, would be administered 
directly by the Federal Government. The 
States would be authorized to contract 
with-the Department of Health, Educa
tion, and Welfare for direct Federal ad
ministration of the supplementary as
sistance plans, in which case the States 
would be relieved of their half of the ad
ministrative costs of the plans. Also, to 
allow flexibility to accommodate various 
alternatives and to avoid the possibility 
of administratively chaotic and complex 
situations, the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare would be au
thorized to contract with the States for 
State administration of the basic FAP. 
Also, in the event of direct Federal ad
ministration of both cash assistance pro
grams arrangements could be made for 
Federal eligibility determination for oth
er programs based on need, such as 
medicaid. · 

FISCAL RELIEF--"HOLD HARMLESS" 

This amendment provides an element 
of fiscal relief and a measure of protec
tion against future increases in State ex
penditures. Under this provision, a State 
would not be required to spend in future 
years more than 90 .percent of its assist
ance expenditures for calendar 1971 in
creased by the cost of living. Any re
quired future expenditures above this 
amount would be met by the Federal 
Government. States which would other
wise realize a greater reduction in welfare 
costs as a result of the welfare reform 
legislation would not however be given 
fiscal relief of more than this 10 percent. 

FEDERAL ST~DARDS 

In addition to providing for direct 
Federal administration in some in
stances, the plan would place increased 
reliance on Federal standards and defini
tions. Uniform Federal requirements 
would govern eligibility for assistance in
cluding determinations of income and 
resources, illness, and incapacity, and so 
forth. This emphasis will lead to a more 
uniform and equitable system and to 
greater effectiveness and efficiency of ad
ministration. 

ADULT CATEGORIES 

The amendment also provides for sub
stantial improvements in the program of 
aid to the aged, blind, and disabled, in
cluding Federal standards and defini
tions, the option for Federal administra
tion, and, most significantly, a minimum 
income level of $130 per person per 
month for single people and $230 for 
married couples. This increase over the 

$110 figure in the House bill is equivalent 
in cost to the saving that accrues by not 
providing food stamps for adult assist
ance recipients--as would not be pro
vided under the committee bill-this is 
what is referred to as "cashing-out" food 
stamps. 

PROTESTS 

This amendment authorizes the Sec
retary to conduct pretest of the welfare 
reform during 1971. These pretest provi
sions are somewhat similar to those in
cluded in the committee bill as ordered 
reported this week, however, they differ 
significantly in that the tests would be 
conducted more quickly with automatic 
subsequent implementations of the full 
welfare reform plan nationwide. It is ex
pected that these pretests will be most 
helpful to the administration in their 
preparation for national implementa
tion of the program. 

While I voted for the more limited 
provision that the committee has in
cluded in H.R. 17550, I believe that we 
can and should go further and provide 
now for subsequent implementation. 

Now I would like to comment on two 
issues that I think are of vital impor
tance with regard to this legislation: 
First, the allegation that this is a "guar
anteed income" plan and therefore bad; 
and second, the fact that a most basic 
part of this reform legislation is the 
strong emphasis on work and training. 

First, as to the guaranteed income 
question, I submit that what we have in 
the present welfare system-the patch
work of the last 35 years-is the most 
unsuccessful, unpopular, inequitable, and 
unjust guaranteed income system that 
one can imagine. But, a form of guar
anteed income it is. The system-if, in
deed it can be called a system-is de
signed so that the Federal Government 
offers financial inducement to the States 
to make payments to people whom the 
State finds have insufficient or no in
come. This is a form of guarantee of 
some payment to some people who are 
thought to be needy. But it is not, in its 
current operation a defensible system; 
much less, a good one: 

First, definitions of need are arbi
trary-a needy female-headed family 
may get aid while an equally needy m'3.le
headed family may not; 

Second, the system encourages family 
breakup and other subtle and invidious 
destruction of human values; 

Third, there are wide State-to-State 
variations that produce inequitable and 
unjust variation in the treatment of poor 
people; 

Fourth, there is little in the system 
that tends to move recipients toward self
support and a dignified, proud way of 
life; 

Fifth, the system recently is charac
terized by runaway costs, resulting in 
fiscal chaos and an incredible fiscal 
dilerr>..ma for the States. 

In answer to some critics, I say, that 
if this is guaranteed income, it is a far 
sight better than the guaranteed income 
system we have now. There is nothing 
new in the idea of guaranteed income; 
what is new is the idea that there is a 
better way to accomplish income mainte-
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nance and that this body has before it to
day legislation to accomplish this end. 

This brings me to the second vital 
point-the work requirements and work 
incentives under this amendment. Our 
present income system is lax and weak in 
its work provisions. The proposed plan 
is not. In fact, many people say that the 
proposed plan is not an income guaran
tee plan because of the very fact that 
registration for work training and em
ployment is a precondition for receipt of 
aid for virtually all family heads--except, 
of course, mothers of preschool children. 

Those who refuse without good cause 
to participate in training or employment 
would not receive payments under the 
plan. 

Once registered, those persons possess
ing appropriate job capabilities and 
know-how will be directly referred to 
jobs. For others, there will be training 
opportunities; individual plans worked 
out so that they can qualify for jobs. 
Family assistance recipients referred to 
training will receive an extra $30 a 
month while in training and will be re
imbursed for travel and other necessary 
expenses related to the training. 

Individuals who are incapacitated and 
cannot work, will be referred for voca
tional rehabilitation services. Rehabili
tation programs will assist many physi
cally or mentally incapacitated persons 
to be restored to productive lives. Just 
as those who are in work training, per
sons receiving rehabilitation services will 
receive an incentive allowance of $30 a 
month plus out-of-pocket costs for such 
things as transportation and other re
lated expenses. 

As I indicated, if an adult family 
member who is required to register re
fuses, without good cause, to participate 
or continue to participate in training or 
employment, he would be denied benefits 
under FAP. The same is true for refusal 
to accept vocational rehabilitation serv
ices. 

Work may not be a practical possibility 
for a mother if she has no reliable and 
satisfactory arrangements for her chil
dren while she is in training or at work. 
To meet this need the family assistance 
program provides for a large expansion 
of subsidized child care. Child care of 
high quality will not only release 
mothers for work but in many instances 
will be looked upon as added incentives 
to take jobs or enter into manpower 
training because of the added advan
tages afforded to the children. 

That the best path out of dependency 
runs through work is not debatable. But 
the poor and the near poor, most of 
whom lack education or job skills for 
other than demeaning, low paid jobs, 
must have some means of receiving fi
nancial assistance while engaging in 
training, job upgrading services or in 
vocational rehabilitation. The family 
assistance program makes available work 
incentives in a new effort to cultivate the 
employment potential of dependent 
adults and financial assistance pending 
the time when the affected families can 
attain self -sufficiency. 

By continuing to pay partial aid to the 
working poor, and removing other dis
incentives found in the current welfare 

program, the family assistance program 
removes the incentive to quit working 
and go completely on welfare. The bene
fit provisions of the plan have been care
fully designed to insure that working is 
always more profitable for families than 
not working. 

There remains, however, the very seri
ous question of whether there will be 
jobs for people who could be expected to 
work and whether the work training 
programs will lead to meaningful em
ployment. To respond to this issue and to 
strengthen the likelihood of job avail
ability, this amendment provides $150 
million for special work projects-
at up to 80 percent Federal matching
and it is the intent of this provision 
to assure that the work will be meaning
ful, useful work, needed by the Nation 
and, for the participant, leading to 
greater independence and self sufficiency. 

I am confident that, with this added 
guarantee, the work incentives and re
quirements of this legislation will prove 
to be a basic and strong element of the 
welfare reform. 

A MAN TO REMEMBE~OLAUS 
MURIE 

Mr. McGEE. Mr. President, conserva
tionists across the land and around the 
world are familiar with the name of 
Olaus Murie, and with his widow, Mar
garet. Olaus Murie died in 1963 after a 
remarkable career as a quiet crusader 
for the preservation of unspoiled lands 
and endangered wildlife. It was a career 
that brought him much unsought ac
claim, for he lived simply, as Mrs. Murie 
does yet, in the place of his choice, in 
Wyoming's Jackson Hole country. The 
December issue of Wyoming Wildlife, 
the outstanding publication of the 
Wyoming Game and Fish Commission, 
carries an excellent article on, "A Man 
To Remember-Olaus Murie." Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that it be 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

A MAN To REMEMBER: OLAUS MURIE 

(By Larry Roop) 
Millions of people stream through Jack

son Hole every summer on their way to or 
from Teton and Yellowstone National Parks. 
There are innumerable attractions for va
cationers under the shadow of the towering 
Grand Teton peaks, most of which center 
around the town of Jackson. A tourist town 
that has somehow retained its rustic western 
charm, Jackson's boardwalks are seldom 
empty of summer sightseers or winter skiiers. 
Tourism is big business in these parts. 

But four decades ago things were must dif
ferent in the valley. Jackson was only a serene 
western community, concerned merely with 
ranching and the famous elk herd of nearly 
20,000 animals that wintered each year on 
nearby pastures. The world outside hadn't 
fully discovered this picture postcard land, 
yet the fires of controversy were being 
kindled that would soon give Jackson Hole 
publicity everywhere. 

The elk herd was in trouble. Private con
servation organizations were trying to pur
chase winter refuge lands for the starving 
herds, and valley residents were irate over in
terference from outsiders. Everyone had their 
own answer to the elk problem, but no one 

had real facts on which to base sound man
agement. 

It was into this setting that Olaus Murie 
brought his wife Margaret (Mardy) and their 
two young children to Jackson in 1927. He 
had been sent by the U.S. Bureau of Biologi
cal Survey (now the Bureau of Sport Fish
eries and Wildlife) to study the elk of Jack
son Hole. The study was an important one 
and much depended on its outcome, yet 
Oiaus looked at it as an exciting challenge. 

That was the nature of this man; just 
living was exciting and he waded into each 
new challange with enthusiasm. 

Olaus was born and grew up in a small 
town in Minnesota where he must have de
veloped an early taste for wilderness life. 
Before coming to Wyoming he had gained 
experience in Alaska and Canada, and in 
later years his work always took him to wild 
and remote areas. But something about the 
Jackson Hole country made Olaus decide to 
call it his home. Perhaps it was the same 
something that had captured the heart of 
so many ot hers who had come for a visit 
and decided to stay. 

To Olaus the words study and research did 
not mean just sitting behind a desk. When 
the elk started moving back to the moun
tains in the spring, he took his wife and 
small children and they followed and ob
served the herds. 

During the years of the study Olaus prac
tically lived with the elk; he wanted to know 
everything about them. This meant camping 
in the high country under less than ideal 
conditions. 

Few women would consider taking an 
eight-week-old baby into the mountains for 
a summer-long campout, but Ma.rdy was no 
ordinary woman. She and Olaus had met and 
married under the arctic skys of Alaska, and 
she, like Olaus, was no stranger to outdoor 
living. When Olaus and Mardy tell of their 
experiences in the book Wapiti Wilderness, 
one can detect that they looked upon camp
ing in the elk summer range as some of the 
best times of their lives; though they had a 
way of looking wistfully at all their good 
times together, particularly those early years 
in Wyoming. 

Over the years many changes, both good 
and bad, came to Jackson Hole, and the 
Muries took an active part in valley affairs. 
Along with. other Jacksonites, they suffered 
through the many feuds over what to do 
with this much sought after real estate. 
When the hot controversy arose over Jack
son Hole National Monument (later added to 
Teton National Park), Olaus and Mardy were 
caught in the crossfire. They couldn't help 
but sympathize with their neighbors who 
felt "outsiders" and the government were in
vading and stealing their lands, but on the 
other hand, they also realized the only way 
this area could be safe from greedy interests 
would be to put it into public trust. That 
the park and elk refuge have been good for 
Jackson Hole is not disputed today, but a 
history of turmoil and confiict lies behind 
the setting aside of these lands. 

When Dr. Murie published his book, The 
Elk of North America, based largely on his 
Jackson Hole studies, it became t he Wildlife 
Society's outstanding ecological publication 
of 1951. Amazingly, this was only a small 
part of Olaus' contribution to the biological 
sciences. His published works include Alaska
Yukon Caribou, Food Habits of the Coyote 
in Jackson Hole, Wyoming, A Field Guide to 
Animal Tracks, Fauna of the Aleutian Is
lands and Alaska Peninsula, and lit erally 
hundreds of articles, reviews, and editorials 
for magazines and professional journals. But 
if he had never written a book or article, he 
would probably still have been renowned 
for his work as an artist and illustrator. 

Mardy Murie, when asked how her late 
husband ac~omplished so much in only one 
sh_ot:t -lifetime, said ~·:a;e was always busy. He 
~ght. write or pain~ for a couple of hours 
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and then go outside to chop firewood, but 
he was always active with something. He 
never had an idle moment." 

Success to most professional men results 
in their moving to a big city, but not Olaus. 
When the Wilderness Society offered him a 
Job as director, he took it only with the 
stipulation that he be able to remain in 
Jackson Hole. For several years as director 
and then president of the Society, he con
ducted business from a secluded, often snow
bound log cabin near the vlllage of Moose. 
Though business meetings, conventions. and 
legislative battles repeatedly took him to the 
hectic world of the megalopolis, he always 
relished the times of solitude and simple 
living at Moose. 

But despite his love of the back country 
and the ll!e away from the bright lights, 
Olaus couldn't escape fame and recognition. 
It was a paradox that he was a man of meek
ness and unselfishness, and at the same time 
he commanded a powerful respect from all 
those who met him. One person who had 
known him said, "He was a concerned and 
extremely dedicated person. Olaus never wor
ried about selling himself, just his cause." 

And his causes took him to the forefront 
of many battles for endangered wilderness 
areas and important conservation issues. Un
like most, he had respect and understanding 
for his opponents. When tempers were hot, 
it was always the calm plea of Dr. Murie for 
reasoning among fellow humans. Once when 
the Army Corps of Engineers planned to dam 
and alter the lakes of his beloved Jackson 
Hole-the Upper Snake River Basin-he 
asked the simple question, "Shall the dollar 
alone shape our future . . . ?" 

The enigma of Olaus Murie was best put 
by columnist Cal Queal of The Denver Post, 
when he wrote: 

"Some men become famous by thrusting 
themselves upon society. Olaus Murie spent 
most of his 75 years far removed from civ111-
zation, but became a dominant national fig
ure in spite of that. 

''Dominant is perhaps a poor word. Olaus 
Murie wouldn't willingly dominate anyone 
or anything. A bush, a rabbit, or an elk were 
objects to be studied, appreciated, and left 
alone." 

After a long illness, on October 21, 1963, 
Olaus passed away and a remarkable career 
was ended. However, the work he was so 
dedicated to is far from being ended. Olaus 
believed in the future, in the young people. 
To those he counseled he was an inspiration, 
and his works will always remain on the 
bookshelves of professional conservationists. 

Margaret Murte, still residing at the cabin 
near Moose, has kept the same warm atmos
phere at their home. Just as always conserva
tionists from around the world ftnd their way 
to this cabin near the base of the Tetons, 
and Mardy greets them with a cup of tea and 
some cookies. But she does not have many 
moments of leisure-she is active in the 
Wilderness Society, Wyoming Outdoor Coor
dinating Council, and Teton Science School. 

Not surprisingly, Olaus' brother, Adolph, 
is a distinguished naturalist in his own right. 
Like his late brother, Adolph has spent much 
of his life working in remote wilderness 
areas. Because of the contributions of these 
two men the name Murte comes to mind 
among conservationists as easily as does Aldo 
Leopold, "Ding" Darling, and Rachel Carson. 

After Olaus' death newspapers all across 
the country ran editorials in honor of him. 
They called him "The Quiet Crusader," "Mr. 
Wilderness," and "Kindred to Thoreau." Even 
more revealing as to the respect tor him was 
the fact that Alaska, Minnesota, and Wyo
ming all claimed him as their own. 

Olaus found enjoyment in living things 
and unspoiled lands everywhere, but, as most 
men do, he picked one place as his favorite
the Jackson Hole Country. However, he once 
wrote tba~ "one has to live a dreadfully long 

time in Jackson Hole to be considered an 
'old-timer.' I don't think we were considered 
old-timers even after thirty years of living 
there." Reporting of his death, The Jackson 
Hole Guide stated that "Teton County has 
lost one of its most distinguished citizens." 
It would have pleased Olaus to know that he 
had finally become an old-timer and citizen 
of Jackson Hole. 

RED CHINA: ROGUE NATION 
Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, I 

should like to take some time today to 
discuss the American policy toward Red 
China, as it has existed in the past, as 
it stands today and as it is planned for 
the future. 

Let me say that it has been some time 
since I have addressed myself to this 
question and it arises now because of a 
growing tendency in the Western World 
to feel that because some years have 
passed since the Communist conquest of 
mainland China that our policy and our 
attitude toward an oppressive. repressive 
slave state should be relaxed. 

We are told, for example, that because 
the vote in the United Nations denying 
membership to Red China was closer 
than in previous years that the time has 
come for us to ease up on our policy of 
opposition. We are told that Red China 
now appears to be a permanent fixture 
in the world of nations and, as such, 
should be accorded an honorable position 
in the family of nations. 

Recent comments on this situation by 
President Nixon I find both encouraging 
and distressing. I find it encouraging that 
in discussing this question with the press 
on December 11, Mr. Nixon told reporters 
that the U.N. vote would not make it 
expedient for the United States to review 
its policy toward Red China. He empha
sized that our policy would be based on 
principle rather than expediency. But 
at the same time, he said his administra
tion would continue taking an initiative 
of relaxing trade restrictions and travel 
restrictions with Red China. He ex
plained that this was being done in an 
attempt to open channels of communica
tion with Communist China, having in 
mind that looking far into the future 
we must have eventual relations with 
Communist China. 

It is this latter part of the President's 
statement which disturbs those of us who 
remember the genesis of Communist 
China and how it was born in terror and 
nurtured in militarism and oppression. 
It disturbs us because it looks to us as 
though this administration believes that 
communication is the sole requirement 
for eventual recognition of Communist 
China by the United States. This can 
only be acceptable if communication is 
set up between the United States and 
China and becomes meaningful enough 
to bring about some reforms on the 
mainland of China in the name of human 
freedom. For Red China is still a "rogue 
nation" in the world of today. It is an 
outlaw by every standard of national 
conduct, and it should be treated as a 
rogue and an outlaw by the family of 
nations until drastic changes are made 
in its governmental style or the tyranny 
of the present Communist regime ·is 
overthrown from within. 

Mr. President, this could perhaps be 
the very worst time of all for inter
national champions of freedom to 
weaken their opposition to diplomatic 
recognition and admission of Communist 
China to the United Nations. 

When I say this might- be the worst 
possible time for weakening our attitude, 
I say it because the forces of freedom 
are growing by leaps and bounds on the 
mainland of China. The ferment now 
taking place in China is massive and sig
nificant. The Communists are trying to 
perpetuate the old and worst traditions 
of Chinese tyranny when great changes 
are sweeping across the face of the 
Orient. The forces of freedom in China, 
as they do in all other slave states, look 
to us for strength and support. The free
dom fighters in China, according to the 
best sources available, believe that 
China's future depends in large part on 
U.S. policy. Prof. Stefan Possony, di
rector of international studies at the 
Hoover Institute on War, Revolution. 
and Peace, Stanford University, has pro
vided one of the most authoritative 
studies yet made of this situation. In a 
report entitled "The Chinese Communist 
Cauldron," Professor Possony says that 
many underground leaders in China be
lieve that an active U.S. strategy is 
needed to rescue the mainland, but that 
others feel that China's political prob
lems can and must be solved by the Chi
nese themselves with conscious Ameri
can encouragement. 

He summed up the situation existing 
at the present time with these words: 

There exists in China today the precon
ditions for the emerging of a mass movement 
that would fight for progressive and free 
government. This fact 1s not yet understood 
in the United States. 

The United States at this juncture should 
go back to the fundamental principle that 
it is in our best interest to cooperate with 
true Republican and Democratic forces, in
cluding those who, in order to introduce 
democracy and a modern economy, may have 
to carry out a revolution against totalitar
ianism. 

Whatever may happen in mainland China, 
U.S. policy must support those elements 
which want to abolish repressive institu
tions, irresponsible dictatorship and slave 
labor, and replace "Oriental despotism" by 
modem, workable and representative sys
tems. 

What we have then is a situation 
where anticommunism is growing stead
ily on the mainland of China and the 
forces of -freedom a,re looking confidently 
ahead to a time when the Maoists can 
be overthrown and China can break its 
totalitarian shackles. But the job will 
be much more difficult, perhaps actually 
impossible, if the United States relaxes 
trade and travel restrictions and pro
ceeds on a predetermined course ainled 
at recognition of the most repressive 
Communist regime in the world. 

Those who believe they are being great 
humanitarians and liberals by arguing 
for admisSion of Red China to the United 
Nations should ask themselves if they 
want to take responsibility for validating 
and legitimatizing the slave state op
erated by Mao Tse Tung. For make no 
mistake about it, trade relations and dip
lomatic relations with the United 
States-the most powerful champion of 
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individual freedom the world has ever 
known-will greatly strengthen whatever 
Communist regime happens to be in con
trol at the time when such relations are 
effective. Such action-even an an
nouncement of the start on a journey 
down the road to official recognition by 
the United States-is in itself a victory 
for the Chinese Communist state. By the 
same token it cannot help but be a jolt 
to the forces striving for freedom of 
choice and action on the Communist 
mainland. It is difficult for me to see how 
we can serve principle rather than ex
pediency when we embark on an initiative 
of cooperation with an outlaw nation 
with the object of eventual development 
of formal relations. And I do not care 
how far down the road our Government 
may be looking. In the court of world 
opinion, an announced intention of this 
sort is almost as good as the f..nal action. 
At the very least, it weakens and waters 
down our stern opposition to the admis
sion of Red China to the United Nations 
on the basis of principle. Expediency cer
tainly has no validity in this situation 
unless we are rejecting the principle 
which formerly dictated our national 
policy against recognition of Red China 
and its admission to the family of na
tions represented by the U.N. 

The passage of time does not alter 
principle. The mere fact that the govern
ment of Mao Tse Tung has proven that 
it has "staying power" is no reason why 
it smells any sweeter. Indeed, the length 
of time the Maoists have been able to 
hold China's hundreds of millions of peo
ple in subjection merely argues for haste 
in another direction. 

If we are to alter our policy toward 
Communist China and at the same time 
hold to the principles which we embraced 
in the United Naticns' Charter and which 
we had adopted as a national charter in 
the U.S. Constitution many years before 
that, then our course should be in the 
direction of tightening rather than re
laxing restrictions. With the growth of 
anticommunism throughout China, our 
policy should be one of exploring every 
possible method of assisting the rise of 
freedom forces. And an active policy of 
assistance to the Chinese underground at 
least deserves consideration. I am not 
suggesting that we run the risk of be
coming involved in a new land war on the 
continent of Asia, but I am saying that 
this is no time to be assisting the Com
munists in China to become more power
ful. 

It is all well and good to talk about 
opening channels of communication with 
Red China. If you look closely, you will 
find that we never closed them. We have 
been approachable for many years by 
the Red Chinese or any other nation in
terested in improving the lot of their own 
people and of learning ways and means 
of cooperating with nations in the West. 
Every tentative approach to Red China 
that this Government has ever made
and I want to go on record as saying that 
I was opposed to most of them-has re
ceived nothing but contemptuous rebuffs. 
The point is the Red Chinese have 
proven many times that they want no 
communications with the United States. 
They have also proven that they want 
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no part of membership in the United 
Nations unless it is done entirely on Red 
China's dictated terms. 

And while we are at it, let us recognize 
in a policy way just what Communist 
China represents in today's world of 
shifting technology and existing power 
balances·. As Professor Possony has 
warned, we are confronting a totalitarian 
system that is planning a 100-year as
sault against the entire globe that may 
not recoil from the horror of instituting 
nuclear war to accomplish its goal. 

Despite all the old arguments that 
communism is mellowing and that one
time aggressive and belligerent nations 
are seeking to ease international ten
sions, we have no solid evidence that this 
is the case. If anything, Communist 
China becomes more intransigent as its 
progress accelerates in the field of 
strategic nuclear weapons and delivery 
systems. At this moment in history, it 
is fair to say that Red China is using 
every means available to increase its 
military and economic strength. This is 
unquestionably its primary objective. It 
is in the business of catching up mili
tarily with Russia and the United States. 
It undoubtedly will use every possible 
means to further its objective, and in
creased trade relations with the United 
States and other nations of the West fit 
neatly into its overall strategy. 

This is a fact which should always be 
borne in mind by American policymakers 
who are inclined to get swept up in the 
enthusiasm generated by bleeding hearts 
who desperately want to believe that the 
world is turning to a period of sweetness 
and light wherein nations of differing 
cultures, conflicting philosophies and 
competing economic and territorial ob
jectives open their arms to each other 
and declare the millennium. 

It does no harm when considering the 
possible admission of Red China to go 
back and recall what the purposes of 
the United Nations are supposed to be. 
It might surprise some of our current 
"soft-on-Red China" advocates to dis
cover that the U.N. was not based on the 
principle that all nations were automati
cally entitled to membership. Nor was 
there any premium placed on the lon
gevity of a national regime as a prereq
uisite to affirmative consideration for 
U.N. membership. 

Indeed, the framers of the United Na
tions Charter envisioned that some State 
would not be members. For example, 
chapter I, article II, paragraph 6, of the 
U.N. Charter states: 

The organization shall ensure that states 
which are not members of the United Na
tions act in accordance with the charter's 
principles so far as may be necessary for the 
maintenance of international peace and se
curity. 

It is always well to remember that one 
of the things the U.N. was supposed to do 
in the post-World War II world was to 
foster respect for the principle of equal 
rights and self-determination of people. 
Membership in the U.N. was held open 
to peace-loving States which accept the 
obligation contained in the charter. 

The underlying purpose of these pro
visions is obviously to place an obliga
tion upon candidates for admission. In 

other words the charter was so drafted 
that candidates for admission would be 
obliged to demonstrate that they were 
peace-loving States that accept the obli
gations of the charter, including the ob
ligation to respect the equal rights and 
self-determination of its people. 

When you apply such a purpose to the 
recommendation for the membership of 
Red China, you find that the Communist 
regime in Peking fails to measure up on 
every requirement. In addition to her 
support of North Vietnam and her deter
mined effort to impose Communist tyr
anny on the people of South Vietnam 
by force, we have many other examples 
of how Peking actually works against al
most every precept of freedom. For ex
ample, British newspapers report that 

· instructors have been sent from Com
munist China to Jordan to r ... elp train the 
so-called popular front of Palestine 
guerrilla fighters. According to these re
ports as many as 100 Chinese experts 
were sent to the Middle East recently 
with an arsenal of automatic weapons, 
rocket launchers, and bazookas made on 
the Chinese mainland. Huge quantities 
of these weapons are reportedly being 
routed to Palestine forces from China 
by way of Zanzibar-the Indian Ocean 
island which is part of the African na
tion of Tanzania. Zanzibar is largely con
trolled by Chinese Reds and, with the 
Arab Republic of Yeman in Southern 
Arabia, is a major staging point for 
guerrilla training and outfitting. 

In addition to this, Peking radio beams 
a constant barrage of propaganda to
ward the Middle East in support of Arab 
efforts to destroy Israel. It is no secret 
also that Arab guerrilla fighters have re
ceived special training in terror tactics 
in special posts in Communist Chna. 

Added to all this we have the inter
esting spectacle of Red China hosting 
and supporting the discredited cambo
dian Prince Sihanouk in his efforts to 
reimpose a special brand of tyranny on 
an unwilling Cambodia populace. 

So I submit, Mr. President, that Red 
China stands today as a principal fo
menter of strife and tyranny thl·oughout 
the world. As such, she is a rogue nation 
deserving of no special consideration and 
certainly none that might involve the 
requirements outlined in the U.N. 
Charter. 

I know that it can be argued that 
there already are members of the United 
Nations who have crudely flouted the 
principles of the charter. One that comes 
to mind immediately is the Soviet Union 
who, while a member of the interna
tional body, subjected Czechoslovakia, 
Hungary, and Poland to tyrannical 
treatment. Logic, of course, would decree 
that such states be forced to leave the 
U.N. or that the charter be revised to 
discard some of its principles. The likeli
hood of such action, of course, is so re
mote as to border on the impossible. 
However, that does not say that we 
should aggravate an already unhealthy 
situation in the United Nations by adding 
another outlaw state that violates the 
charter as a matter of national policy. 

I believe that we have almost come to 
the time when we either water down the 
U.N. Charter or admit that our idealistic 



42792 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD -SENATE December 19, 1970 
efforts to maintain an organization for 
the promotion of peace and harmony in 
the world has failed miserably. 

In conclusion, let me say that nothing 
can be gained but a great deal can be 
lost by admission of Red China to the 
United Nations or its diplomatic recog
nition by the United States. If we ap
prove either act as a nation we will, in 
effect, be placing our seal of approval 
not only on the tyranny which Commu
nist Peking maintains within the bound
aries of China, but we will, by inference, 
be endorsing the policies through which 
Red China spreads rebellion, discontent, 
and subversion throughout Africa, 
France, the Middle East, and the West
ern Hemisphere in addition to Southeast 
Asia. 

I know that it sounds impressive to 
argue as did one prominent newspaper 
recently that there is no point in keeping 
Peking out of the United Nations inas
much as she contr·ols--if not represents
a quarter of the world's population. But 
to accept this argument is to accept de
feat in the name of freedom for the mil
lions of Chinese people who are held in 
thralldom to a Communist master. Make 
no mistake about it, when we dignify 
through recognition and U.N. member
ship the government of Peking we ac
cept it as member in good standing in 
the family of nations. With a record 
such as Peking has achieved, I believe 
the United States, at least, should stand 
:firm in demanding that Red China earn 
its membership among the decent na
tions on this earth. 

TRIBUTE TO SENATOR JORDAN OF 
NORTH CAROLINA 

Mr. ERVIN. Mr. President, hopefully 
we will be able in the next few days to 
finish the necessary business of the 91st 
Congress and go home for a little while 
before the opening of the new term in 
January. 

But before this session ends, I would 
like to pay a tribute to the man with 
whom I have worked closely for almost 
13 years here in the Senate-my distin
guished colleague and the junior Senator 
from North Carolina <EvERETT JoRDAN) 
whom I have known since our boyhood 
days together in my hometown of Mor
ganton, N.C. 

EVERETT is that special kind of person 
who is able to look beyond himself to
ward the future and to translate dreams 
into legislative reality. He has always 
been willing to listen to new ideas and 
new approaches to problems, and to 
grow. His fine qualities and character 
are faithfully reflected in his attitudes 
and in his work. 

He has not sought the national spot
light, yet he is widely recognized by his 
colleagues as a Senator who works 
quietly and purposefully on sound, pro
gressive legislation. 

I think it can be fairly said that he has 
done as much in a variety of practical 
ways to serve the interest of North Car
olina as any other man representing the 
State in my memory. 

Son of a Methodist minister, success
ful businessman, and textile manufac
turer, active civic worker and Demo
cratic leader, former State chairman 

and national committeeman of our 
party, he brought with him to the Sen
ate broad knowledge and deep under
standing of the people of North Carolina. 
When he took his place in the Senate, 
he concentrated his energies in those 
areas where he felt he could make the 
greatest contribution for the benefit of 
all North Carolinians. 

North Carolina has more farmers and 
more farms than any State in the Un
ion, except Texas. Accordingly, EVERETT 
sought membership on the Agriculture 
Committee, where he has worked effec
tively since the day he came to the Sen
ate. 

He now serves as chairman of a key 
agriculture subcommittee and next year 
will be the third-ranking Democrat 
behind Chairman ELLENDER on the full 
committee. 

He also picked the Public Works Com
mittee because it handles water resources 
development, :flood control, navigation, 
water and air pollution control, Federal 
buildings, and highway legislation-all 
vitally important to our State and to 
every State. 

In 1971. he will become chairman of 
the Flood Control and Rivers and Har
bors Subcommittee and only the chair
man and one other Democrat will out
rank him on the full committee. 

He has been chairman of the Senate 
Rules Committee since 1963, and his vig
orous leadership in this influential post 
has enormously increased his effective
ness among his colleagues in the Senate. 
Concurrently he has served as chairman 
and vice chairman alternately of both 
the Joint Committee on the Library of 
Congress and the Joint Committee on 
Printing. 

All these assignments have played a 
major part in helping him to meet the 
special needs of North Carolina as well 
as those of our Nation as a whole. 

Let us look for a moment at some of 
the highlights of his record: 

He introduced and led the :fight for 
passage of the acreage-poundage legis
lation widely credited with saving the 
tobacco support program. He also pushed 
through the Senate the bill which au
thorized lease of tobacco acreage allot
ments-a move hailed by leaf growers. 

He was likewise the prime mover in 
the battle for establishment of the one
price cotton system at a time when sub
sidies were threatening to wreck cotton 
production. 

Of equal importance to those imme
diately concerned, as well as to the ulti
mate consumer, have been JoRDAN bills 
relating to seed quality, peanut market
ing, and amendments tightening the 
Wholesome Meat Act. 

His accomplishments in the public 
works field are equally as impressive a 
tribute to his influence and powers of 
personal persuasion. 

They also attest to his foresight and 
determination as well as to his refusal 
to admit defeat. 

His efforts are, to a large degree, re
sponsible for completion of theW. Kerr 
Scott Reservoir in Wilkes County; au-
thorization and construction of the New 
Hope Dam for which ground was broken 
only a few days ago; a start on the Falls 
of the Neuse Reservoir project so im-

portant to the Wake County area; and 
authorization last week of the project to 
deepen the harbor of the State port at 
Morehead City. 

It was JoRDAN, too, who was the prin
cipal sponsor of the act authorizing the 
Cape Lookout National Seashore Park; 
deepening of Wilmington harbor State 
port; and deepening the Cape Fear River 
channel to improve inland navigation. 

Surveys and planning for most other 
flood control, navigation, and beach pro
tection projects now authorized or in 
progress in the State likewise bear the 
distinctive JoRDAN stamp. 

His interest in water projects has not, 
however, been confined by any means to 
public works construction nor has it been 
limited to his own State. 

A few years ago he was a prominent 
:figure in the fight for congressional ap
proval of a far-reaching Federal program 
to bring water and sewer treatment 
plants within reach of thousands of rural 
and small town communities throughout 
the country. 

He has helped draft and enact every 
measure devised by the Public Works 
Committee since he became a member 
dealing with control of air and water 
pollution, solid waste disposal, and en
vironmental protection. 

He was an active supporter of a bill 
amending the Federal Water Pollution 
Control Act which became law last April 
and most recently has helped push the 
National Air Quality Standards Act 
which qualifies as the strongest measure 
of its type ever proposed to Congress. 

I do not need to remind you, either, of 
the dedication which this colleagUe of 
mine has shown for the cause of educa
tion at every level from kindergarten to 
graduate school but I think it must be 
stressed in any evaluation of his quality 
of service. His concept of education in
cludes recognition of the vital importance 
of public libraries and his post of chair
man of the Joint Committee on the Li
brary of Congress has enabled him to 
lend strong support to Federal library 
aid programs. 

He was the principal sponsor of legis
lation to build a new annex to the Li
brary of Congress to be named the James 
Madison Memorial Library and legisla
tion to extend to those citizens who can
not read ordinary printed materials be
cause of physical handicaps the reading 
services offered by the National Books 
for the Blind Program, now known as the 
national books for the blind and physi
c"-'llY handicapped program. Since the en
actment of this legislation over 100,000 
persons who did not have library service 
now can obtain free reading materials. 
During Senator JoRDAN's tenure as chair
man of the Joint Committee on the Li
brary the Library's collections have 
grown from 41 million items to over 61 
million items which makes it the largest 
and most outstanding in the world. 

He has reported and successfully 
achieved passage of legislation to pro
vide additional U.S. Government de
pository libraries in every State in the 
Union where Government publications 
would be more readily available at local 
levels to all citizens, especially those en
gaged in scholarly research. The Ameri-
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can Library Association has commended 
him for this landmark legislation. 

His interest in these causes and his 
consistent and strong support for Fed
eral assistance in improving the quality 
of schooling is a reflection of a deep and 
warm concern for people which is the 
hallmark of this man. 

It is that kind of concern which has 
also prompted him to push legislation 
requiring that new Federal buildings be 
designed to provide easier access to the 
aged and crippled. 

It is that kind of concern for people 
which impelled him this year strongly 
to criticize the President for attempting 
to trim the Hill-Burton program for hos
pital construction and caused him to vote 
to override the White House veto of the 
bill funding its extension. 

He has cared enough, too, to join fully 
in every move designed to secure better 
treatment for American prisoners in 
Southeast Asia, to open up communica
tions between them and their families 
which are now denied, and to secure their 
release. 

He cares for the people who feel their 
personal security is threatened-by the 
increasing violence and lawlessness, by 
the unwieldy extension of Federal power 
in local matters, and by rampaging in
flation which deflates incomes. 

He supported the Safe Streets Act to 
provide a more effective means to fight 
crime. Notwithstanding his strong views 
about the necessity for law and order, 
he has shown great concern that, in the 
zeal for passage of -crime legislation, no 
repressive measures posing a threat to 
constitutional rights be enacted. For this 
reason he voted against the District of 
Columbia crime bill with its "no-knock" 
and preventive detention provisions. 

He has consistently supported the right 
of all parents, regardless of their race, 
creed, or color, to choose the school their 
children shall attend, and has opposed 
mandatory bussing requirements by Fed
eral authorities hundreds of miles away 
from local problems, needs, and people. 

He has spoken out vigorously against 
recent Government spending patterns 
which for example would deny funds for 
health and education programs here at 
home and yet provide great quantities of 
aid to foreign countries. 

As I think back on this and previous 
sessions, I can recall many legislative 
battles we have fought together-some
times winning and sometimes losing
and I consider our relationship one of the 
rewards of my Senate service. 

I have been impressed by his demon
strated courage and his willingness to 
take an unpopular position when he felt 
it was necessary. 

Not surprisingly there have been oc
casions when we were on different sides 
of an issue, but I have never questioned 
the sincerity of his convictions. 

I am proud to call EVERETT JORDAN my 
friend and my colleague. I respect him 
both for what he has accomplished and 
for what he is-a man of warmth and 
unfailing kindness who is young in spirit 
and outlook and who is able to combine 
practical realities with idealism in his 
view of Government. 

I look forward to our continued service 
together here. 

EFFORT TO ESTABLISH A BIG 
THICKET NATIONAL PARK TAKES 
A BIG STEP FORWARD 
Mr. YARBOROUGH. Mr. President, 

during my 13%-year tenure in the Sen
ate, I have fought many legislative bat
tles. Few, if any, of my successes have 
given me greater personal satisfaction 
than the passage of my bill by the Senate 
to create a Big Thicket National Park in 
southeast Texas. The passage of this 
measure on December 16, 1970, with the 
unanimous support of my colleagues in 
the Senate came after over 4 years of 
continual effort. 

I introduced the first Big Thicket Na
tional Park bill on October 20, 1966. 
There were occasions during my long ef
forts to get this legislation through the 
Senate when some counseled me that I 
was waging a hopeless fight. For in
stance, a recent article by Jay Dorman 
appearing in the December 13, 1970, edi
tion of the Houston Post contains the 
following statement: 

. . . hopes of any Big Thicket B111 being 
passed this year appear to be nothing more 
than a gleam in a lawmaker's eye. 

Three days after the publication of 
this statement, my bill was considered 
on the floor of the Senate and was passed 
without opposition. 

Although we still must await favorable 
House action before the Big Thicket Na
tional Park can be established, I am 
elated that we now stand on the thresh
old of converting that "gleam in a law
maker's eye" into a reality. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the article by Jay Dorman, en
titled "The Big Thicket's Going" which 
appeared in the December 13, 1970 edi
tion of the Houston Post, be printed in 
its entirety at this point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

THE BIG THICKET'S GOING 

(By Jay Dorman) 
Darkness doesn't fall in the Big Thicket; 

it rises. 
In the 1,000-year-old East Texas forest, 

darkness comes up from the murky lakes 
and creeks and spills into the palmetto bot
toms, filling the forest floor. 

It pushes the slanting sun rays higher 
and higher up the cathedral pines and finally 
beyond the western horizon. 

With darkness comes the night sounds. 
The shrill chirping of crickets blends with a 
thousand other insect calls. The tumult is 
accented by the hoots of the great horned 
owl, the thunderous croaks of bull frogs and 
the high pitched warning of the screech 
owl. 

Morning sun pushes the darkness back 
down the spires into the pools, and man
made sounds replace those of nature. The 
sharp, racking buzz of power saws, the clank 
of logging chains and the sounds of trucks, 
trains and cars send the white tail deer, wolf, 
fox and small game deeper into the rapidly 
diminishing forest. 

In the 1870s there were more than three 
million acres in the Big Thicket, stretching 
from Bryan in the west to the Sabine River 
in the east. Its northern edge reached Rusk 
and it extended to an area somewhere south 
of Beaumont. 

Today its boundaries are indefinite but 
fall somewhere east of U.S. Highway 59 and 
west of U.S. Highway 96. Its northern border 
has dropped south of Lufkin and it does 
not quite reach Beaumont in the south. 

Its area today comprises something less 
than 400,000 acres and is being carved away 
at a rate of 50 acres daily. 

Where did the Big Thicket go? Demands 
for more and more 1 umber for construction 
has caused the timber industry to make vast 
inroads into the lumber supply in the Big 
Thicket. 

Loggers were joined by the petroleum in
dustry, land developers and farmers. Virgin 
forests were cut over. Clearings were carved 
out of the forest for oil well sites, towns, 
farms and highways. Salt water from the 
wells was pumped onto the forest floor, kill
ing all nearby forms of plant life. 

Today's conservationists, naturalists and 
ecology-minded citizens look on those past 
deeds as wholesale rape of a virgin forest. 
However, at the time it was a means to an 
en d. I t was booming industry, free enter
prise a d a source of unheard of income 
levels that caused standards of living to soar. 

More than a few East Texas citizens owe 
their present lifestyle to the enhanced wages 
and bolstered economy brought about by 
the industries that evolved out of the Big 
Thicket. 

The impetus today, however, is to preserve 
what is left of the Big Thicket. Public 
opinion seems to be one the side of preserva
tion; conservation organizations support the 
cause, and politicians have carried it to the 
nation's capitol. 

The goal is to create a national park in 
the Big Thicket. Four bills are pending to
day ~n Congress to establish parks ranging 
in size from 35,000 acres to near 200,000 
acres. 

Sen. Ralph Yarborough, D-Texas, has had 
a bill pending since 1966 calling for the U.S. 
Department of Interior to create a park of 
100,000 acres. Yarborough's bill has come 
nearer being considered by one of the na
tional houses than any other, but hopes 
of any Big Thicket bill being passed this 
year appear to be nothing more than a 
gleam in a lawmaker's eye. 

Those few who have worked many years 
to see a park created now harbor doubts. 
"Frankly, I don't think it'll pass, and I don't 
think there'll ever be a park," said Harold 
Nicholas, a resident of Saratoga in Hardin 
County. 

Nicholas serves on the 19-member board 
of directors of the Big Thicket Association, 
based in Saratoga. It was formed eight years 
ago by a handful of local citizens to fight to 
preserve the Thicket. 

The association was joined in its battle 
by national conservation societies and at one 
time numbered 1,000 dues-paying members. 
Today that number has dwindled to about 
500 members. 

In most cases if a Big Thicket is asked 
how he feels about the federal government 
establishing a national park, he replies with 
a question. "Do you really think they'll get 
it," he asks, as if the questioner might be 
able to give them some inside information. 
Most seem to be watching the struggle for 
a park with the curiosity of interested third 
parties. 

"Well I don't think anybody will ever come 
out here to look at the Thicket,'' said one 
long-time resident of the Big Thicket. His 
eyes twinkled in merriment at the t hought 
of someone being interested in a bunch of 
trees. 

His doubting that there is much interest 
in the Big Thicket is typical of many resi
dents who have lived among the pines for 
so many years that t_he forest seems very 
ordinary. 

w. L. Brackin, 61, who runs the com
bination grocery and post office in the town 
of Thicket (his sister is postmaster), has 
lived in Thicket all his life. "I just don't 
much believe they will get it,'' he said and 
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looked out the window of the grocery at 
the darkness edging out of the nearby for
est. 

Br.acklin's father was postma.ster in the 
present Thicket community from 1921 to 
1951. "He used to deliver mall on horseback 
all over this area," Brackin said. 

Old Thicket was located about three miles 
north of the present town. "The old sawmill 
there must have died out about 1915, and in 
1921 they moved the post office here," he 
said. 

Doubt clouded his features at the mention 
of 100,000 acres. "I really think they would 
be better off to take smaller tracts. The 
mosquitoes are so bad you can't walk around 
for very long out there," Brackin said. "But 
if it's thicket they want," he said With a 
grin "then this is the thickest I know of." 

Mrs. Dolly Hoffman, second vice presi
dent of the Big Thicket Association and a 
close friend of the late Lance (Mr. Big 
Thicket) Rosier, doubts the adequacy of 
100,000 acres to preserve all the ecological 
treasures that exist in the thicket. 

"However, we're just wanting what we can 
get now," she said. 

The association wants to preserve the 
variety of species of trees and shrubs found 
in the Thicket, particularly areas they con
sider to be still undisturbed by the intrusion 
of industry and urbanization. 

Nicholas pointed out 548 acres of virgin 
timber that the association has been trying 
to save from the saw blade. Loggers were 
felling giant pines on all sides of the tract. 

The Big Thicket Association had · origi
nally set its goal at 35,000 acres beginning 
at the Alabama-Coushatta Indian Reserva
tion in Polk County and extending in a nar
row strip south through Segno, Holly Grove, 
Fuqua to Batson where it spread out to 
cover what is called the Wilderness area be
tween Hull and Hardin and Saratoga and 
Sour Lake. 

Rep. John Dowdy, D-Texas, co-sponsored 
a House bill to create a "string of pearls" 
consisting of about 35,000 acres scattered 
over the present Big Thicket. 

"I know of two of those pearls that are 
already gone," said Nicholas. 

At the reservation the Indians have made 
good use of their giant cathedral pines as a 
tourist attraction. Some of ;the trees ~S~re more 
than a century old. 

South of Moss Hill in the Trln1ty River 
bottom, the "world's largest Cypress tree" 
towers over the edge of a rural subdivision. 
Nearby is a Holly tree also claimed to be the 
world's largest. 

Between Batson and Saratoga on Pine 
Island Bayou are giant palmetto, their mas
sive fan-like foliage could quickly engulf a 
man on horseback. 

The bulk of the desired park land would 
fall in Hardin County and County Judge Em
mett Lack, a former state representative, is 
enthusiastically in favor of a national park. 

"Having a park in here will enhance the 
economics of the county and we sorely need 
it," he said. "It would be the greatest thing 
that could happen." 

Lack said the tourist dollar attracted to 
his area would more than offset any tax loss 
the county might suffer from creation of 
the park. He said the proposed land's average 
value for taxes is $80 an acre, and the timber 
companies are assessed on only 25 per cent 
of that. 

In Polk Oounty where timber is still king, 
a Livingston businessman was not as en
thusiastic. "You're going to see some major 
cutbacks in the timber industry in the next 
two years," he said and bemoaned the 
thought of 100,000 acres of prime timber 
land being cut out of production potential. 

He, too, agreed that portions of the Big 
Thicket should be saved "but I don't think 
they need that much." 

STATE OF MICHIGAN 
RES~CTTVE TRADE 
TION 

OPPOSES 
LEG ISLA-

Mr. HART. Mr. President, few States 
in the Nation have a greater stake in 
industrial and agricultural trade than 
Michigan. While " ·e have selected plants 
that have run int.o problems connected 
at least in part with imports, the prevail
ing sentiment in the Senate is against 
artificial barriers to international trade. 

In this connec tion, I ask unanimous 
consent to insert in the RECORD at this 
point Senate Concurrent Resolution No. 
22, adopted by the Michigan Legislature 
in November 1967, memorializing the 
Congress regarding the imposition of im
port quotas. I believe it is pertinent to 
our present discussion. 

There being no objection, the resolu
tion was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 
MICHIGAN LEGISLATURE, SENATE CONCURRENT 

RESOLUTION No. 22 
A concurrent resolution memorializing the 

Congress of the United States regMding 
the imposition of import quotas on major 
commodity areas 
Whereas, The State of Michigan is vitally 

concerned with a healthy growth in its ex
ports which already total $2.5 billion an
nually including $150 million of Michigan 
agricultural products; and 

Whereas, The United States has pursued a 
30-year foreign trade policy leading to freer 
interchange of goods between nations and 
a rising standard of living for 'all and has led 
the Free World in substantial tariff reduc
tions at GATT and desires to preserve the 
gains made in that historic series of nego~ 
tiations; and 

Whereas, The country today is faced With: 
(a) the grave threat that congressional legis
lation backed by special-interest protection
ist forces could reverse our favorable and 
groWing foreign trade balance-a United 
States foreign policy disaster, e.nd (b) moves 
now afoot to restrict imports-in most cases 
by quotas-which would embroil the United 
States in a costly trade war, and (c) With 
the imposition of import quotas on major 
commodity areas such as steel, lead, zinc, 
textiles, chemicals, petroleum and meat 
which would inevitably and positively lead 
to reciprocal action by foreign countries cre
ating barriers against the United States and 
Michigan exports; and 

Whereas, The imposition of quotas would 
result in higher prices for millions of United 
States and Michigan consumers and thereby 
contribute to infiationary pressures and such 
import quotas would endanger billions of dol
lars of United States exports worsening our 
balance of payments position and inevitably 
increase government controls over industry 
and threaten individual enterprise; and 

Whereas, Other positive actions can be 
taken by the Congress to assist American 
and Michigan industries unfairly injured by 
foreign imports; now therefore be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of Rep
resentatives concurring) , That the Congress 
be urged to defeat any legislation imposing 
import quotas and restricting world trade; 
that the Congress liberalize the adjustment 
assistance provisions of Title III of the Trade 
Expansion Act by making it easier for the 
Tariff Commission to find injury for this 
purpose and by providing more liberal loans, 
tax benefits and retraining programs for 
workers in the :firms or sectors of industry 
seriously injured by imports; and that the 
Congress support all efforts to remove some 
of the nontariff barriers at home and abroad 
seriously impairing world trade; and be it 
further 

Resolved, That copies of this resolution be 
transmitted to the President of the United 
States, to the President of the Senate, the 
Speaker of the House of Representatives and 
to each member of the Michigan delegation 
to the Congress of the United States. 

ALABAMA'S TRAVEL ATI'RACTIONS 

Mr. ALLEN. Mr. President, one of 
the unique features of my home State 
of Alabama is its blend of many infiu
ences-the Spanish-French settlement 
of southern shores, English immigration 
in the north, the prosperous ante bellum 
era and 20th century industrialization. 

Alabamians share their cherished tra
dition of hospitality and friendliness 
with many thousands of visitors who 
travel within Alabama each year. 

A record number of travel inquiries 
reached the Alabama Bureau of Publicity 
and Information during fiscal 1969-70. 

The total number of brochures, pam
phlets and other printed matter reached 
an unprecedented 1,012,347. 

The top 10 States making requests in 
the categories of tourist, general, educa
tion, advertising campaign response and 
bulk shipment were: Ohio, 31,326; New 
York, 29,859; illinois, 23,507; California, 
15,507; Pennsylvania 13,298; Michigan, 
13,107; Indiana, 9,840; Texas, 9,840; 
Missouri, 8,533; and New Jersey, 7,500. 

Alabama's travel promotion and ad
vertising campaign waged yearly in the 
Midwest, Southwest, North Central, and 
neighboring Southern States produced 
direct ad coupon response from the fol
lowing top 10 States: Illinois, 7,269; 
Ohio, 6,775; Michigan, 5,342; Indiana., 
4,137; New York, 3,907; Wisconsin, 3,461; 
Pennsylvania, 3,077; Missouri, 2,174; 
Texas, 2,045; and California, 2,027. 

The States of Ohio, Michigan, and 
Illinois have held the top three positions 
since Aalbama's breakthrough advertis
ing program got underway in 1964. The 
trio merely switch positions periodically. 

Travel exhibit appearances in 14 loca
tions accounted for the distribution of 
319,750 pieces of Alabama travel litera
ture. The bureau's national travel adver
tising campaign-magazines, newspa
pers, and outdoor showings-is coordi
nated with the travel show schedule-
first quarter of each year-and other 
travel booth participation, to give maxi
mum coverage and publicity to the 
State's promotion efforts. 

A second travel barometer, lodgings 
tax, also 'points toward another high 
mark for the Alabama travel industry. 
The fiscal 1969-70 lodgings tax total 
marked a 10.99 percent gain over the pre
vious fiscal year. One-fourth of the ever
increasing lodgings tax is earmarked 
solely for travel promotion and advertis
ing. 

While attendance figures covering 
visits at Alabama attractions will not be 
complete until the end of the calendar 
year, early indications are that a sub
stantial increase wlli be noted for all 
major attractions. 

In 1969, more than 30 million out-of
state guests spent $310 million. All 
travelers, visitors, and residents account
ed for $485 million. Total sales and re
ceipts in the travel trade industry totaled 
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$1,046,000,000. Figures for 1970 will be 
higher. 

Mr. President, it comes as no secret to 
this body that we Alabamians are proud 
of our State and we make a sincere and 
intensive effort to encourage visitors. 
God has bestowed bountiful blessings 
upon Alabama, which is now in its 151st 
year as one of these United States. From 
northeast Alabama's Russell Cave which 
holds the earliest recorded remains of 
human habitation in the United States, 
to the beautiful white sands of Dauphin 
Island which is lapped by the waters of 
th~ Gulf of Mexico, Alabama's attrac
tions are varied and inviting. 

With this in mind, I wish to call atten
tion to efforts to attract visitors to Ala
bama through new and novel means. 
Alabama is the first State to make use of 
wide-area telephone service, known as 
Inward Wats, in order to promote travel 
and recreation. 

The Alabama Bureau of Publicity and 
Information has inaugurated this effort 
to assist travel writers, editors, travel 
counselors, and prospective visitors. 

Information on Alabama's travel at
tractions, scheduled events, outdoor 
recreation, highways, climate, and laws 
governing boating, hunting, and fishing 
is available through this service. 

This is not a recorded service. Instead, 
a live Alabama belle answers all ques
tions and will send brochures and 
pamphlets useful in making an Ala
bama vacation an exciting and memo
rable one. 

All that one needs do in order to get 
information on a fun break in Alabama 
is to dial 800-633-5761 from 8 a.m. to 5 
p.m. central standard time Monday 
through Friday. 

INTERNATIONAL PROTOCOL ON 
PSYCHOTROPIC SUBSTANCES 

Mr. HUGHES. Mr. President, I would 
like to take a few moments today to bring 
a matter which is of great concern to the 
attention of my colleagues and to docu
ment my concern a.s a matter of public 
record. As you know, Mr. President, the 
Members of this body and of the House 
spent many hours, in hearings, commit
tee and subcommittee meetings, and on 
the floor, discussing and debating the 
merits of various portions of the Compre
hensive Drug Abuse Prevention and Con
trol Act of 1970, which eventually was 
signed into law by the President on Oc
tober 27 of this year. 

Although the bill was very technical 
in nature, the major issues which arose 
in connection with it were basic and rel
atively clear ones. The most important 
of these had to do with the relative re
sponsibilities of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare and the 
Department of Justice over the classifi
cation of drugs and over research activi
ties. 

Some of us in the Senate, at the time 
the administration's legislative proposal 
first came to the Congress, raised ques
tions about the position which the ad
ministration had initially taken with re
spect to the responsibillties of these two 
departments. The House pursued these 

same questions-more successfully by the 
time they had the legislation under con
sideration, I might add-and after many 
difficult sessions and disputes came up 
with a compromise bill. After House pas
sage the Senate adopted the compromise 
also. So it came to be that the final judg
ment of the Congress with respect to the 
proper balance of responsibilities between 
the two departments differed from the 
position which was originally taken by 
the administration when it first pro
posed the legislation. At least on the Sen
ate side-and as I understand it, on the 
House side, also-the administration did 
not oppose the compromise bill, and the 
President signed it into law on Octo
ber 27, 1970. 

In my view, the compromise version of 
this legislation, now Public Law 91-513, 
presently represents this Government's 
official policy on the issues dealt with by 
it. Consequently, it is my feeling that any 
state model legislation proposed by the 
executive branch and any official inter
national positions taken by that branch 
should accurately reflect that policy. I 
am deeply concerned that in the areas I 
have mentioned, especially in the inter
national area, that this extension of 
policy is not taking place. It is that area 
on which I want to focus today. 

At the present time, Mr. President, a 
new proposed international treaty-the 
so-called Protocol on Psychotropic Sub
stances-is under discussion by our Gov
ernment and many other governments of 
the world. This treaty is intended to 
cover an area which is not already cov
ered by an existing international drug 
control treaty, the Single Convention on 
Narcotic Drugs of 1961, to which the 
United States became a signatory in 1967. 
The Single Convention establishes inter
national controls over narcotics and 
marihuana. This newly proposed treaty 
would apply to psychotropic substances 
not within the scope of the Single Con
vention. Roughly, "psychotropic sub
stances" are those stimulants, depres
sants, a.nd hallucinogens-such as am
phetamines, barbiturates, tranquilizers, 
LSD, or THC, the active agent of mari
huana, which affect the central nervous 
system. 

A final draft of the Protocol on Psy
chotropic Substances will be submitted 
to representatives of governments for 
adoption at a meeting which is to begin 
in Vienna on this coming January 1. A 
number of preliminary meetings have 
been held regarding the proposed proto
col, the last of which took place in Jan
uary of this year. 

As I say, Mr. President, my purpose at 
this point is to express and document my 
concern that, with respect to the pro
posed protocol, Congressional intent-
and in fact, governmental policy-is not 
being followed in the statement of the 
U.S. international position. There are 
reasons to believe that this is so, in 
spite of assurances which I have received 
from the Department of Justice that it 
is not. 

One of the most basic issues-to my 
mind the most basic issue--to come up 
when the Comprehensive Drug Abuse 
Prevention and Control Act of 1970 was 

being considered had to do with the rela
tive responsibilities of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare and the 
Department of Justice over the schedul
ing of drugs for control purposes. The 
original administration bill indicated 
that control responsibilities lay with Jus
tice and that HEW could give Justice 
their views, but that the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare views 
were in no way binding. The compromise 
bill, however, changed this so that while 
Justice still had the ultimate decision
making authority as to control, scientific 
and medical determinations were made 
by HEW and these latter determinations 
were made binding upon Justice. 

In discussions on the upcoming pro
tocol, however, there is evidence that the 
executive branch may still be holding to 
its original position. Under the draft pro
tocol, schedules may be amended from 
time to time by the United Nations Com
mission on Narcotic Drugs-the drug en
forcement policy arm of the United Na
tions-after considering the views of the 
World Health Organization-the views of 
the WHO need not be taken and are in 
no way binding. 

In his "Report of the United States 
Delegation to the First Special Session, 
United Nations Commission on Narcotic 
Drugs," written after last January's 
meeting, John Ingersoll, the Director of 
the Justice Department's Bureau of Nar
cotics and Dangerous Drugs, and Chair
man of the U.S. delegation to that meet
ing, stated concerning the methods for 
scheduling substances: 

This article resulted 1n considerable dis
cussion and redrafting. The two primary dis
putes were, (1) whether the decision to con
trol substances and the placing of them 1n 
the schedules would be a function of the 
World Health Organization or the Commis
sion on Narcotic Drugs; and (2) the extent a · 
Party may reject a decision of the Commis
sion to control a particular substance. 

Following the lead of Yugoslavia, France 
and U.S.S.R., the United States Delegation 
supported the general proposition that all de
cision-making should be done by the Com
mission on Narcotic Drugs. Not only should 
the Commission be responsible for accepting 
or rejecting a recommendation of WHO, but 
it should also be able to place the substance 
in another schedule than that proposed by 
WHO. The views of the United States were 
supported by a vote of 13 for, 6 against, and 
2 abstentions ... 

Later, in the conclusions of the report, 
Ingersoll stated: 

The United States Delegation was able to 
maintain leadership and substantial support 
throughout the session .... 

. . . Overall, the United States Delega
tion agrees that the revised Draft Protocol 
provides a very good basis for an effective and 
necessary instrument to control psyc}lotropic 
substances. and ts in general agreement wtth 
the terms of the revised draft. 

That report was written in February of 
this year. I am hopeful that the executive 
branch is now taking account of the 
changes which have been made in the 
legislative areas; I want to express my 
concern that they are doing so. 

As you know, Mr. President, when the 
Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention 
and Control Act of 1970 was being dis
cussed and debated, there were a number 
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of other issues like the specific one which 
I have. just mentioned which arose and 
which involved aspects of this larger 
question of the relative health and scien
tific input and involvement on the one 
hand, and law enforcement input and in
volvement on the other. I am equally con
cerned about those issues as well-issues 
which involved such matters as control of 
research, confidentiality of patient rec
ords, confidentiality for research sub
jects, and maximum permissible freedom 
for doctors and researchers to use thera
peutic drugs with only reasonable inter
ference by enforcement personnel. 

Mr. President, I have been assured by 
the Department of Justice that there was 
adequate scientific and medical input 
into the positions taken by the Govern
ment on the negotiations concerning the 
protocol. My staff's inquiries at the De
partment of Health, Education, and Wel
fare, as to their formal policy input, 
however, indicate that that Department 
has to date had little formal participa
tion in the decisionmaking process. In 
fact, it even appears that the Pharma
ceutical Manufacturing Association was 
represented on the official delegation at 
the January meeting, but that the De
partment of Health, Education, and 
Welfare was not. 

Because of my concern about these 
matters, Mr. President, I seriously con
sidered holding hearings on them prior 
to the end of the session. As you know, 
however, this has been an extremely busy 
time for all of us--our schedules change 
by the hour depending upon what is up 
for a vote, and the matters to be decided 
in these closing days of the session are 
a so of extreme importance to all of us. 
So, instead I have written to Secretary 
Richardson and Attorney General 
Mitchell, asking them to spell out in de
tail and in writing what their positions 
are upon the matters which I have been 
discussing today-! have a copy of that 
correspondence and I ask unanimous 
consent that it be printed in the RECORD 
at the conclusion of my remarks. In ad
dition, I have expressed by concern 
about these matters to Chairman FuL
BRIGHT of the Foreign Relations Commit
tee and to a number of my colleagues. 

In short, Mr. President, it seems to me 
that what we need on this issue at this 
point in time, is a clear, public state
ment of concern to refer back to as 
events take their course, and a clear, 
full statement of position on the part of 
the executive branch. I am hopeful that 
my statement today can serve that pur
pose and, as a result, can be helpful in 
the deliberations which take place on our 
country's position on these matters in 
the future. 

There being no objection, the corre
spondence was ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON LABOR 

AND PUBLIC WELFARE, 
Washington, D.C., December 9, 1970. 

Hon. ELLIOTT L. RICHARDSON, 
Secretary oj Health, Education, and Welfare, 

Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MR. SECRETARY: As you knOW, when 

the Comprehensive Drug Abuse Prevention 
and Control Act of 1970 was under consid
eration by the Congress, a. number of im
portant issues arose. Among the most impor-

tant of these were those relating to the rela
tive responsibilities of the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare and the De
partment of Justice over the classification 
of drugs and over research activities. 

In my view, the compromise version of 
the legislation which was finally passed by 
the Congress and signed by the President in 
this area now represents this government's 
official policy on the issues dealt with by 
it. Consequently, I feel that any state model 
legislation proposed and any official Interna
tional positions taken by the Executive 
Branch should accurately reflect that policy. 

I have recently become concerned that 
in the areas I have mentioned this exten
sion of policy is not taking place. I raised this 
question with Mr. John Ingersoll, the Direc
tor of the Bureau of Narcotics and Danger
ous Drugs, when he appeared before the Sub
committee on Alcoholism and Narcotics of 
the Labor and Public Welfare Committee on 
December 2, 1970, and he appeared to assure 
me that there were no problems in this 
respect. Most especially, he assured me of 
adequate HEW input into recent and up
coming international drug control nego
tiations. I have enclosed a copy of the rel
evant portion of his testimony and a copy 
of a subsequent request by me to Attorney 
General Mitchell for further information. 

Because of my continuing concern and be
cause of the Subcommittee's deep interest in 
the positions which your department holds 
on these matters, I would appreciate know
ing your own position upon the questions 
which I have asked Attorney General Mit ch
ell in the enclosed correspondence. As I un
derstand the situation, your department's 
position upon most of these questions will 
have already been defined. 

If there is reason for delay in portions of 
your reply, however, I would appreciate your 
forwarding the requested answers as they 
become available. 

Thank you for your consideration. 
Sincerely yours, 

HAROLD E. HUGHES, 
Chairman, Special Subcommittee on 

Alcoholism and Narcotics. 

U.S. SENATE, 
COMMITTEE ON LABOR 

AND PUBLIC WELFARE, 
Washington, D.C., December 9, 1970. 

Hon. JOHN N. MITCHELL, 
The Attorney General, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. ATTORNEY GENERAL: You are 
probably aware that when John Ingersoll 
testified before our Special Senate Subcom
mit tee on Alcoholism and Narcotics on De
cember 2, 1970, I indicated to him that I 
would be requesting further information 
upon certain of the matters which we dis
cussed at that time. In that connection, I 
would appreciate it if you could answer, in 
writing, the following questions which re
late to the Protocol on Psychotropic Sub
stances and furnish me with the documen
tary information listed in the attached 
enclosure. 

1. In Mr. Ingersoll's testimony on Decem
ber 2, he indicated that the Department of 
Health, Education, and Welfare has had a 
working input into the United States posi
tion with respect to the Protocol. Would 
you please advise me of the nature of the 
working group making that input, whom it 
is composed of, and when it met? Was there 
formal clearance of the official United States 
pos1tion through the Department of Health, 
Education, and Welfare, and if so, by whom 
in that Department? 

2. It is my understanding that the Proto
col is intended to bring under international 
control only those substances that are not 
considered to oe within the scope of the 
Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs, 1961-
namely, substances such as hallucinogens 
(other than marijuana) , amphetamines, bar-

biturates, and tranquilizers--and that, as 
indicated in the preamble, the Protocol is 
to be a separate and independent treaty and 
not merely an amendment to the Single 
Convention. Why, then, is it called a "pro
tocol" rather than a "convention" or "trea
ty," and why is the revised draft protocol, 
unlike the drafts originally submitted by 
the Secretary-General of the U.N., not spe
cifically limited to substances not within the 
scope of the Single Convention? (The ref'
erence ln Art. 2, Par. 1, to psychotropic sub
stances "not yet under international con
trol" seem ambiguous.) Could this not re
sult in overlap and confusion? 

3. As you know, the Secretary-General orig
inally subinitted to the Commission on Nar
cotic Drugs two alternative drafts of a Pro
tocol for psychotropic substances as a basis 
for discussion. Draft A followed the basic 
concept of the Single Convention whereby 
the application of' particular control meas
ures to a drug is determined by the partic
ular schedule (annexed to the Protocol) 
in which the drug is listed, and a decision 
of' the international control organs with re
spect to a change in the content of the 
schedules is binding on the parties to the 
convention. Draft B, on the other hand, 
does not contain schedules; rather, the 
Commission on Narcotic Drugs, on recom
mendation of the World Health Organiza
tion, would be authorized to request gov
ernments to apply to a psychotropic drug 
that it would designate such control meas
ures specified in the Protocol as the Com
mission would determine, and the Commis
sion's recommendation would generally be 
binding on a Party only if it did not ex
pressly reject the Commission's recommen
dation within a given period. 

According to the report of the Commis
sion's 23rd Session, the U.S. representative 
favored the flexibility of draft Band its pro
vision allowing a Party to reject a control 
decision of the Commission. He argued that 
in the case of narcotics the world had some 
60 years of experience of narcotics control 
and hundreds of years of experience of medi
cal use of substances such as opium, where
as in the case of the psychotropic substances 
there was in both respects much less under
standing of the situation and the controls 
would need to stand the test of time. The 
Commission, however, decided to base its dis
cussion on draft A and incorporate in it only 
such provisions of part B as were generally 
favored. However, the revised Draft Protocol, 
which will be considered by the plenipoten
tiary conference, contains a partial compro
mise between original drafts A and B in that 
when the Commission has decided to add or 
transfer a substance to schedule m or IV, 
a Party may, by notice of nonacceptance giv
en within 180 days, limit its obligation with 
respect to thaJt substance to five applicable 
control measures. (This right of nonaccep
tance does not apply to substances initially 
in Schedule m or IV.) 

Is it intended by the Administration to 
attempt, at the Vienna Conference, to re
turn to the approach of the B draft which 
it originally supported; and, if not, which 
approach does it intend to support or pro
pose? Why? 

4. If the revised draft Protocol were 
adopted in essentially its present form so 
that the United States could be interna
tionally bound (except as above noted) to 
take certain measures by the decision of the 
international control organs, would the 
Justice Department then recommend ratifi
cation of the Protocol by the U.S. and, if 
so, would it seek amendments to section 
201 (d) of the recently enacted Controlled 
Substances Act (PL 91-513) so as to make 
certain that the Department could at any 
time so amend the schedules under PL 91-
513 as to carry out any U.S. obligation arising 
under the Protocol? As you know, section 
201 (d) of PL 91-513 authorizes the Attorney 
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General to control a drug under that sched
ule of PL 513 which he deems most appro
priate to carry out a U.S. obligation under 
a treaty that was in effect on the date of en
actment (October 27, 1970) of PL 513 (i.e., 
the Single Convention and its predecessors), 
without referring the matter to the Depart
ment of Heatlh, Education and Welfare for 
the medical and scientific evaluation and 
recommendation, and without affording in
terested persons the opportunity for hear
ing, that would otherwise be required by 
section 201 (a) and (b). This short-cut, of 
course, does not apply to the proposed 
Protocol. Would an extension of section 201 
(d) to the Protocol by statutory amend
ment not make the important safeguards of 
section 201 (a) and (b) largely a dead letter? 
And, could this not, when coupled with the 
diminishment of WHO's role described be-
low, effectively neutralize the weight of 
medical and scientific expertise on what es
sentially is a public health and social prob
lem? 

5. Under the Single Convention, the Com
mission on Narcotics may not make a change 
in any of the schedules to the Convention 
except in accordance with a recommenda
tion of the World Health Organization 
(WHO), although it may decline to make a 
change recommended by the WHO. Under 
the revised draft Protocol on Psychotropic 
Drugs, while the Commission could control 
(or decontrol) a substance only if it had 
received a WHO recommendation on the 
matter, it could decide to place the substance 
in a schedule different from the one recom
mended by the WHO, so that the Commis
sion, rather than the WHO, would determine 
the severity of control to be applied to a 
substance. As the Draft Protocol puts it, the 
Commission "shall take account of" the find
ings and recommendations of the WHO 
(which are to be based on the degree of 
seriousness of the public health and social 
problem on the one hand and the degree of 
usefulness of the substance in medical 
therapy on the other), but it shall make its 
decision "bearing in mind economic, social, 
legal, administrative, and other factors that 
it rilay consider relevant." 

Did the U.S. representative on the Com
mission on Narcotic Drugs support this 
change from the precedent of the Single 
Convention and, if so why? Would the Ad
ministration be willing, at the plenipoten
tiary conference on the Revised Draft Proto
col, to recommend that the approach of the 
Single Convention be followed on this matter 
or, if it should appear that this would be 
unacceptable to a majority, at least recom
mend that the recommendations of the WHO 
be given weight comparable to that given 
HEW recommendations under section 201(b) 
of the Controlled Substances Act, i.e., that 
WHO findings and recommendations be bind
ing on the Commission with respect to medi
cal and scientific matters and that, if the 
WHO recommends that a substance not be 
placed under control or that it be removed 
from control, it shall not be controlled? In 
this connection, I understand that the 
WHO's Expert Committee on Drug Depend
ence takes the view that the degree of risk 
to public health presented by a dependence
producing drug and its usefulness in medical 
practice are primarily matters of medical 
assessment and judgment and that this is 
also true of decisions on the need for and 
level of control. 

6. Do you consider it really necessary that 
the U.S. and other countries be internation
ally mandated to control research on Sched
ule I substances domestically to the extent 
proposed in art. 6, pars. 1-6, of the Draft 
Protocol? It would seem that the only proper 
concern of this treaty with research on such 
substances is to guard against their diversion 
for other than bona fide medical or scientific 
purposes. Do you believe that this objective 
necessarily requires advance approval of each 

clinical research project, as proposed by the 
Draft Protocol? We note in this connection 
that the WHO Expert Committee has sug
gested that art. 6, par. 3, be reworded "in 
such a way as to make it clear that the ap
proval of research projects would be con
cerned only with their objectives, the safety 
of persons involved and protection against 
diversion of dependence-producing sub
stances and that it in no way would have 
reference to the details of the research proto
col." WHO Tech. Rep. Ser., 1970, No. 437, p. 9 
(section 3) . 

I am aware that section 303 (f) of PL 513 
appears to require that the Secretary of 
HEW determine the merits of each research 
protocol on Schedule I substances, but the 
history of that provision indicates that this 
was inserted in the House out of an excess 
of caution to guard against the possiblllty 
of the Attorney General's passing on the 
merits of research projects under an earlier 
version, and took into account the fact that 
the Food and Drug Administration, under 
its delegated authority under the Food and 
Drug Act, already was preauditing research 
on such substances. 

What does par. 1 of art. 6 mean? Does the 
requirement of direct control or specific ap
proval by government refer to the medical 
or scientific institutions in which research 
is conducted or to the researchers in these 
institutions? What good reason is there for 
either requirement from the international 
standpoint? And why should research be 
limited to and conducted in institutions 
and thus prohibit bona fide research in a 
practitioner's private laboratory? 

7. Why is it necessary that, as proposed in 
par. 6 of art. 6, export and import of Sched
ule I substances be prohibited except when 
both the exporter and importer are govern
ment agencies or institutions? Is not there
quirement of export and import permits suf
ficient for the purpose? 

8. Article 10, paragraph 2, would require 
"institutions for hospitalization and care 
and scientific institutions" to keep records 
with respect to Schedule II substances show
ing the supplier and recipient of each sub
stance and the date and quantity of each 
acquisition and distribution. With respect 
to schedule II and III substances such in
stitutions would be required to keep records 
of acquisition and distribution. Article 13 
would require governments to maintain a 
system of inspection of, among others, "re
tail distributors of psychotropic substances 
and of medical and scientific institutions 
which use such substances", and such in
spection would have to include inspection of 
records. Would it not be desirable to clarify 
these provisions so as to make certain that 
governments would not be obligated to re
quire that records containing the identity 
of patients or human research subjects be 
automatically disclosed to a regulatory gov
ernment agency? If you feel otherwise, I 
would be interested in knowing the reasons 
for your views. 

9. Considering that treaty obligations re
quiring the Parties to regulate or suppress 
conduct within their borders should be un
dertaken only if such conduct within one 
country would otherwise create problems for 
other countries, is it necessary that the Pro
tocol require countries to prohibit possession 
"except under legal authority" of a con
trolled substance for one's own use (with the 
discretionary exception of schedule III and 
IV substances) ? 

10. Should the definition of the term "dis
tribute" in art. 1 of the Protocol, as meaning 
"the transfer of a psychotropic substance 
from one natural person to another," not be 
modified, as in section 102(11) of the Con
trolled Substances Act, so as to exclude the 
administering or dispensing of such a sub
stance, and would not the failure thus to 
modify the definition impose unintended 
requirements on physicians and other prac-

titioners under some provisions of the Draft 
Protocol (e.g., arts. 6 and 10)? 

11. Please advise which provisions of the 
Draft Protocol, if the Protocol is adopted and 
is ratified by the U.S., would, in your opinion, 
require amendment of U.S. law in order to 
bring the United States into compliance with 
the Protocol, and whether the Administra
tion intends to support or oppose these pro
visions of the Protocol. 

12. Please advise whether you believe that, 
except as already indicated by your answers 
to the foregoing questions, there are any pro
visions of the Protocol that you believe 
should be opposed by the United States. 

13. Article 27 of the Draft Protocol con
tains blank spaces, to be filled in at the con
ference, as to the articles with respect to 
which a government could make reservations 
at the time of signature, ratification, or ac
cession. Please indicate, with the reasons un
less self-evident, the provisions of the Proto
col with respect to which you believe reser
vations should be permitted by article 27. 

14. Does the U.S. intend to support the 
provisional initial schedules of substances as 
attached to the draft protocol, particularly as 
to substances not yet listed in the schedules 
established by P.L. 513? If the U.S. intends 
to press for changes, please indicate what 
those changes will be. 

15. In reviewing the membership of the 
U.S. Delegation to the First Special Session 
of the United Nations Commission on Nar
cotic Drugs, it appears that a representative 
of the Pharmaceutical Manufacturing Asso
ciation was upon the delegation. Why did 
the Pharmaceutical Manufacturing Associa
tion have a member on the delegation, when 
the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare did not? 

I know that the Sibove questions are rather 
lengthy and technical and that several 
of the documents which are being requested 
may not be immediately available. Conse
quently, I would appreciate your forwarding 
the requested information as it becomes 
available. 

I am extremely interested in and con
cerned about these questions. Staff inquiries 
concerning the Department of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare's formal input into these 
issues indicate that that department has had 
little formal participation in the decision
making process concerning the United States 
position in the areas I have indicated. 

I have expressed my concern to Senator 
Fulbright and have visited with other mem
bers of the Senate about my 1eelings. In ad
dition, I am forwarding this letter to Secre
tary Richardson, with my request, a copy of 
which I have enclosed, that he too provide 
answers to the questions which I have asked. 
I will deeply appreciate receiving whatever 
information you are able to 1urnish me at 
the earliest possible time. 

Very truly yours, 
HAROLD E. HUGHES, 

Ohafrman, Special Subcommittee on 
Alcoholism and Narcotics. 

LIST OF MATERIALS DEsmED BY SENATOR 
HAROLD E. HUGHES, CHAmMAN, SPECIAL 
SENATE SUBCOMMITTEE ON ALCOHOLISM 
AND NARCOTICS 

I. SINGLE CONVENTION ON NARCOTIC DRUGS, 
1961 

The amendments to this Convention which 
the U.S. representative indicated would be 
submitted to the Commission on Narcotic 
Drugs, and a copy of the working paper re
ferred to by Mr. Ingersoll at the 12/2/70 hear
ing of the Subcommittee. 

n. PROPOSED PROTOCOL ON PSYCHOTROPIC 
SUBSTANCES 

1. The summary records of the 1st Special 
Session of the U.N. Commission on Narcotic 
Drugs, which the Economic and Social Coun
cil decided are to be presented to the plenl-
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potentiary conference for the adoption of the 
Protocol. 

2. Report of 23rd Session (Jan. 1969) of 
Commission on Narcotic Drugs: E/4606/Rev. 
1;E/CN. 7/523/Rev. 1. 

3. Comments by Governments on the ver
sion of the Draft Protocol (Annex IV) which 
is attached to the 23rd Session report: E/ 
CN.7/525 and Corr. 1, Add. 1 and Add. 2. 
(This includes a background paper by the 
Secretary-General presenting these com
ments.) 

4. Report by Secretary-General to Com
mission on Narcotic Drugs (23rd Sess.), 
Sept. 30, 1968, submitting alternative dis
cussion drafts (A and B) of a Protocol on 
the Control of Drugs Outside the Scope of the 
Single Convention on Narcotic Drugs, 1961: 
E/CN.7/519. 

5. Secretary-General's report, to the Com
mission's 22nd Session, on a study of the le
gal, administrative, and other questions in
volved in initiating international action for 
control of substances not yet under such con
trol (barbiturates, amphetamines, tranquil
izers, and hallucinogens): E/CN.7/609 
(Oct. 23, 1967). 

6. Note by Secretary-General: E/CN, 7/518 
andCorr. L. 

7. Questionnaire to Governments: MNAR 
11/68, and replies thereto. 

8. Note by Secretariat: Redraf.t of articles 
1 through 20 of draft Protocol A: E/CN. 
7 /R. 17 and Add. 1-3. 

9. Statement by the Legal Adviser on the 
applicability of the Single Convention, 1961, 
E / CN. 7/L306. 

10. Suggestions for the regimes of control 
in the Prot ocol: E/CN. 7/307. 

11. Draft resolution proposed by Sweden: 
EjCN. 7 /L. 304. 

12. Draft resolution proposed by Canada, 
Fed. Republic of Germany, France, Mexico, 
Peru, Switzerland, United Arab Republic, 
United Kingdom, and United States of Amer
ica: E / CN, 7/308 and Rev. 1. 

13. General Assembly Resolution 2433 
(XXITI) Of December 19, 1988: E/CN. 7/ 
514/Add. 4. 

14. The 15th, 16th and 17th reports of the 
WHO Expert Committee on Drug Depend
ence, WHO Tech. Rep. Series Nos. 343, 407, 
437. Also, WHO Tech. Rep. Series No. 470. 

15.1f available, the 18th report of the WHO 
expert Committee on Drug Dependence. 

16. Report of International Narcotics Con
trol Board on its work during 1969: E/INCB 
(United Nations publication, Sales No. E. 70, 
Xl.2.) 

17. ECOSOC resolution No. 1474 of the 
XLVITI session, requesting the Secretary
General to call, early in 1971, a plenipotenti
ary conference for the adoption of the Pro
tocol on Psychotropic Substances. 

MANMADE INGREDIENTS
HOW SOON? 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, most of us 
are aware of the extensive research and 
development of food processing cnrpora
tions in recent years on creating new 
sources of protein and improved nutri
tion. 

Recently a Kansas grain marketing 
group, Far-Mar-Co., Inc., organized a 
foods division to conduct research on the 
utilization and marketing of different 
grains in new forms for specialized foods, 
such as meat products, bakery products; 
and snack foods. 

This is a commendable effort for any 
organization to pursue, but Far-Mar-Co., 
Inc., is unique in this effort in that it is 
a regional grant marketing cooperative 
which is owned by some 700 local grain 
marketing cooperatives in the seven
State area of Kansas, Colorado, Ne-

braska, Iowa, Missouri, Oklahoma, and 
Wyoming. These 700 local cooperatives 
are in turn owned by over 300,000 farm
ers who produce the grain. 

Therefore this is a self-help program 
of the grain producers, and a recent fea
ture story in the women's section of the 
Wichita Beacon tells how Far-Mar-Co., 
Inc., is working on this project. This story 
deserves wide distribution, and I ask 
unanimous consent that it be printed in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the feature 
story was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 

MANMADE INGREDIENTs--How SooN? 
(By Kathleen Kelly) 

HUTCHINSON, KANS.-Remember when the 
first soft plastics were called synthetic 
leather? It took many years and lots of 
legislation before margarine was thought of 
as anything but imitation butter. Rayon 
started as the poor-man's substitute for 
silk. 

Today these and many more "man
made" items are standard products, im
portant and useful on their own merits 
rS~ther than being thought of as "synthetic," 
"imitation" or "substitute." 

The staff of the new foods division of 
Far-Mar-Co., Inc., here believes-in spite of 
current regulatory restrictions-textured 
vegetable protein products eventually will 
be accepted foods that make a valuable 
contribution to the nutrition of the world. 

Establishment of the foods division by the 
world-Wide grain maketing firm means a 
multimillion-dollar expansion into research, 
development, processing and marketing, ac
cording to James H. Dean, executive vice 
president and general manager of Far-Mar~ 
Co., which also has f·acilities in St. Joseph, 
Mo. 

Through the foods division, the firm will 
continue to develop new applications and 
formulations for the textured vegetable pro
tein products it already manufactures and 
will research new products from soybeans, 
wheat, sorghum grains and other agricultural 
products. 

Heading the Foods Division is Oharles 
Potucek, a longtime Far-Mar-Co. executive 
As vice president, he will have the manage
ment responsibility of the division. Dr. 
Wayne Henry has been named director of the 
research and development section and Robert 
P. Michaels will serve as national sales 
manager. 

Dr. Henry, former director of product 
development and meats research for Griffiths 
Laboratories, holds a bachelor's degree in 
animal husbandry from the University of 
Idaho and master's degree in animal hus
bandry and doctorate in food science from 
Michigan State University. 

Michaels, formerly national sales manager 
of the chemurgy division of Central Soya Co., 
assumes responsibllity for marketing textured 
protein, pre-cooked wheat and other spe
ci<&.lty products processed by the new division. 

"We will develop and produce specific in
gredients for processed foods in the areas 
of convenience foods, frozen foods, specialty 
meat products, bakery products and snack
food," said Dr. Henry. "We also wlll offer 
customer formula.tion services and will de
velop specialized products in custom sizes 
and shapes for private labeling." 

New laboratory facllitles, to be completed 
in January, will enable resea.rchers to em
bark on development of completely new prod
ucts from the processing, storage and pre
servative stages through test runs in a new 
pilot plant. 

Included 1n the fac111tles is a mea.t labora
tory equipped to develop pre-cooked portion 
control products and an analytical lab certi
fied so that all tests may be made a.ccordlng 

to government specifications on foods where 
meat is the main ingredient of the formula. 

A qualified chemist will be in charge of 
the analytical laboratory and Far-Mar-Co. 
currently is enlarging its staff of home econ
omists. meat scientlSts, cereal chemists, car
bohydra.te and protein chemists, micro
biologists and tuod scientists. 

Dr. Henry said work currently is being done 
on the "filler concept" use of the textured 
soy proteins. These are approximately 55 per 
cent protein and, when used as filler, greatly 
lmprev the nutrition and quaJ.ity of a num
ber of products. 

Some of the resistance to the use of 
textured soy proteins has cnme from stock
men, but they actually would stand to benefit 
from their use, Henry pointed out. 

Meat "trimmings" which cannot be used 
in any other way may be core!Jined with 
textured soy proteins to m ke a flavorful, 
reduced-shrink, pre-portioned patty high in 
nutrition and low in cost, he satd. 

Products which may be improved by the 
addition of textured soy proteins in no way 
will interfere with the desire of the home
maker for other meats such as steaks, chops 
and roasts, Henry emphasized. In fact, he 
said, by providing her with a more nutritive 
product at no increase in cost, it should 
make more of her food dollar available for 
the most-desired cuts of meat. 

"Ingredients" for a variety of food sys
tems are the goal of the Far-Mar-Co. research. 
Michaels poinrt;ed out. The ingredients may 
go into a variety of products such as taco 
fill1ngs, pizza toppings, beef patties, chill, 
sloppy joes, stews, canned luncheon loaf, 
sausage, meatlof mix, frozen foods, packaged 
dinners, veal drumsticks, canned meats Po
lish sausage, pork chopettes, snack food; and 
pet foods. 

Dr. Henry and Michaels pointed out that 
many researchers are seeking completely 
"new foods." By concentrating on ingredients 
for traditional foods, Far-Mar-Co. feels that 
the impact on nutrition will come about more 
quickly. 

"It takes at least two generations to 
change eating habits," they agreed. "By add
ing balanced proteins to familiar foods, the 
diet may be improved without this genera
tion gap." 

Technology already has conquered the 
grain of corn and t he soybean by creating 
from t hem a number of different products
meal, oll, syrup, lecithins-and the new 
laboratory fac111ties wtll enable researchers 
to take a closer look at the grain of wheat. 

"We already have developed pre-cooked 
wheat products and we can enrich wheat 
with lysine (an amino acid) to give it a bet
ter balanced protein content,'' they pointed 
out , "but there may be ways to use the 
components of wheat just as we use the com
ponents of corn or soybeans." There are 
potential food uses and also the possibility 
of using the components in paper coatings, 
adhesives and plastics. 

While the Far-Mar-Co. Foods division w1ll 
seek new uses for grains to create new mar
kets for its 300,000 farmer-stockholders, the 
homemaker and her family are the eventual 
beneficiaries of the research. 

HOMEMAKER CAN HELP 

The homemaker has a right to be concerned 
about food product deception, but positive 
enrichment may sometimes show up as "de
ception" in the miles of red tape that must 
be ellm1nated before any change can be made 
ln a food product, pointed out Robert P. 
Michaels, sales manager for the Far-Mar-Co. 
Food Division. 

"Consider canned chill," he suggested. 
"Regulations allow a certain percentage of 
filler to thicken and give texture to the 
product. By replacing the starch commonly 
used with textured soy protein we ca.n con
siderably increase the protein content and 
the palatabillty of the product. But, even 
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though the chlli would be manufactured 
under existing standards it would be 'de
ceiving' the consumer by giving her a more 
nutritious product than she is accustomed to 
buying when she purchases a can of ch111,, 
he explained. 

The recent breakfast cereal controversy 
may have placed several high-protein en
riched cereals in jeopardy, he added. It is 
claimed in some quarters that the home
maker is being "deceived" because these 
cereals provide more of the minimum dally 
requirements of many nutrients than she is 
accustomed to finding in cereal. 

Giving another example, Michaels pointed 
out that a great deal of lysine-enriched 
wheat is being produced in the United 
States, but that it cannot be used here. "We 
give it away to other countries while nu
tritionists are concerned about the need for 
balanced protein foods in this country," he 
said. 

"Regulations such as these build a brick 
wall between progress and the consumer," he 
said. "Political and personal gains are dis
guised as 'consumer protection' in so many 
cases that the consumer doesn't know 
whether she's being protected or exploited." 

"What can she do?" Michaels was asked. 
"I'm not sure there's much she can do 
but keep informed," he said. "When she's 
aware that she can have a more nutritious 
breakfast cereal, can of chill or loaf of bread 
!or her family, she could write to her senator, 
congressman and presidential consumer af
fairs specialist to ask why? Why isn't the 
red tape cleared away so that these agricul
tural products can be used to boost her fam
ily's nutrition?" 

WELFARE PROGRAMS 
Mr. COOK. Mr. President, we have al

ready heard a great deal about the need 
for day-care facilities to help working 
mothers. And we are bound to hear a 
good deal more. I believe that this is an 
important time to make a strong appeal 
for more participation by private busi
ness in the sponsoring of day-care serv
ices. 

It is clear that in providing day care, 
expanded assistance by the private sec
tor is badly needed. The Federal, State, 
and local governments cannot do the job 
alone. Setting up the day-care facilities 
the Nation needs calls for the resources 
and the know-how of private business, 
too. 

Why has day care become so impor
tant to the Nation and the economy now? 
It is because millions of working mothers 
have entered the labor market, and they 
need and demand day-care services for 
their children. Since the period before 
World War II, the number of women 
workers has more than doubled, but the 
number of working mothers has in
creased almost eightfold . .&bout four out 
of 10 mothers were in the labor force in 
March 1969 as compared with less than 
one out of 10 in 1940. 

Among the 29.9 million individuals who 
were working or seeking work in March 
1969 were 11.6 million mothers with 
children under 18 years of age. About 7.4 
million of these working mothers had 
children aged 6 to 17; 2.1 million had 
children 3 to 5 years of age; and another 
2.1 million had children under 3 years of 
age. And the number of mothers who 
want and need to work is growing. Pro
jections for 1985 indicate that 5.6 mil
lion mothers aged 20 to 44 with children 

under age 5 will be in the labor force by 
that year. 

In spite of the growing demand, the 
number of day-care facilities in this 
country is still very limited. Although 
it is estimated that some 5 million pre
school children now need day-care serv
ices, 1969 figures-the latest availa:ble--
show that licensed or approved day-care 
facilities in the United States had the 
capacity to care for 639,000 children. 
More than three-fourths of the total 
capacity-that is, 518,000 spaces-were 
in day-care centers and group day-care 
homes, and 120,000 were in family day
care homes. Nearly one-half of the total 
639,000 places for children were in cities 
with a population of 100,000 and over. 

You can see what has happened as a 
result of this lack of adequate day-care 
services. Many women in our country 
who are able to work and want to work 
must stay at home with their children 
and rely on welfare for support. A recent 
Federal study showed that more than 
one-third of the women receiving wel
fare are trained for and willing to work. 
But it found that they are kept from 
jobs by ill health, young children, and 
inadequate day-care arrangements. 

The Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare has reported an increase 
from 25.3 percent in 1961 to 44.5 percent 
in 1968 of welfare mothers with high 
employment potential because of their 
education or previous job experience. 
While four of every five of these mothers 
wanted a steady job, 80 percent could 
•not work because they had children 
under age 8 and lacked day-care facili
ties for the youngsters. 

The Federal Government has moved 
to meet this problem by setting up a 
number of federally funded child-care 
programs for children of economically 
disadvantaged families. The work in
centive program, Headstart, and other 
Government-sponsored programs pro
vide not only day-care facilities but also 
a wide range of health, education, and 
other services for youngsters in low-in
come areas. In many cases, these pro
grams allow mothers the opportunity to 
work or train for work. 

Now the administration hopes to go a 
good deal further in providing day-care 
assistance, so that welfare mothers can 
be trained for productive jobs. Under the 
proposed family assistance plan, $386 
million would be requested in the first 
year of operation to provide day-care 
services for 522,500 school-age and pre
school children. Other early childhood 
bills now before Congress would estab
lish comparable day-care programs for 
disadvantaged mothers who want to 
WM~ . 

In addition to the day-care efforts of 
the Federal . Government, a number of 
State and City governments now have 
significant programs for providing day
care facilities. But it is clear that the daY
care requirements of the Nation are 
too great to be met by Federal, State, 
and local projects alone. To meet this 
challenge, we will need the help of na
tional associations, women's groups, 
church and welfare organizations, hos
pitals, labor unions, franchise opera-

tors-and we will especially need the 
active participation of private industry. 

Private business firms that employ 
working mothers can make an important, 
invaluable contribution to the develop
ment of day care in this country. These 
firms have the financial resources, the 
know-how and the good business con
tacts that can stimulate and expedite 
day-care programs throughout the 
Nation. 

Already business participation in day 
care has taken many forms. Some em
ployers seeking to serve their own em
ployees have set up day-care centers 
within their own companies, or have es
tablished nonprofit corporations with 
business financing. Other firms have 
made contributions to private, nonprofit 
charitable or educational organizations 
to help establish day-care facilities which 
their employees can use. Still others 
have made contributions to local or State 
welfare agencies to foster the growth of 
day-care operations in their communi
ties. Smaller employers have joined to
gether to provide services which they 
could not support individually. Joint 
union-management agreements for the 
provision of day care under trust fund 
arangements have also been productive. 

Many varied business firms have shown 
an interest in day care. Such companies 
as the AVCO Corp. and the KLH Re
search and Development Corp. of Cam
bridge, Mass., have pioneered in setting 
up active day-care programs. The Whirl
pool Division of RCA has established a 
community-coordinated program in 
Benton Harbor, Mich. Many leading 
business firms are either about to set up 
their own centers or are actively consid
ering the possibility--such companies as 
American Telephone & Telegraph CO., 
Polaroid Corp., and the John Hancock 
Life Insurance Co. Other firms in the 
drug, insurance, broadcasting, chemical, 
and retail fields have attended confer
ences for business firms interested in day 
care. 

These companies recognize the advan
tages of providing good quality day care 
for their employees. With day-care facil
ities, employers of women can reduce 
turnover and cut the high cost of train
ing new people when working mothers 
drop out of their jobs. They can solve 
many problems of absenteeism and tardi
ness at work. They can attract women 
workers because of the day-care bene
fits they offer. They can often improve 
production, because working mothers 
who are at ease on their jobs do a better 
job. With day-care programs, compa
nies can build good will in their commu
nities by opening up new jobs for women 
in their plants-and in their day-care 
centers, too. 

Greater involvement by private busi
ness in day care would play an impor
tant role in helping the Nation meet its 
needs. The participation of business 
firms would provide additional resources, 
improve the quality of programs and 
stimulate greater public support of day 
care. 

In attempting to meet the increased 
need, an early problem will be the lack 
of trained and experienced personnel to 
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work in the centers. Private business 
firms can help make new manpower 
available--through use of present com
pany training staff people and through 
the hiring of new personnel. 

Business organizations can also pro
vide the facilities for day-care centers, 
so badly needed today. Many communi
ties have the resources to launch a day
care program, but they lack suitable 
buildings. Under existing legislation, the 
Federal Government has only limited 
funds for the construction or renovation 
of buildings for use as day-care centers. 
But in many cases, business firms have 
unused facilities that can be made avail
able. They often have land sites on which 
communities can build facilities. 

The entry of private business firms 
into day care would also help produce 
a greater number and variety of day
care models. New approaches would be 
tried. New materials would be developed. 
New ideas would be introduced. For in
stance, there might be an increased num
ber of programs for children with special 
handicalJIS. 

The involvement of the private sector 
will not only increase the number of 
day-care programs, it will also build pub
lic interest in day care throughout the 
country. Where previously many day
care centers were for use by low-income 
families only, new centers sponsored by 
private business could bring together 
children of different social, ethnic, cul
tural, and economic backgrounds. This 
would greatly benefit the children, and 
it would broaden the support of day care 
among all groups in the Nation. 

There are some who feel that the in
volvement of industry in the day-care 
field would result in poor quality pro
grams. They feel that through lack of 
experience or motivation, many com
panies would simply provide custodial 
care for youngsters, sufficient to keep the 
mother's mind at rest. But the competi
tive spirit of business indicates that pri
vate firms would make a real effort to 
develop high quality, innovative pro
grams. And technical assistance is con
stantly being made available by the Fed
eral Government. 

The Office of Child Development is in 
the process of developing a comprehen
sive series of handbooks for use in cen
ters for infants, preschoolers, and 
school-aged children. These handbooks 
will contain descriptions of some of the 
best model programs in the country. 
They will have the widest circulation. 
Office of Child Development specialists 
in day care are available for counseling 
business firms across the country. 

I believe that it is important for Con
gress to encourage and support the par
ticipation of private business in day care 
now. Many business firms have already 
shown an interest in entering the field. 
Their involvement would have great 
benefits for industry-and for the en
tire Nation. Only with the active help of 
business can we produee the network of 
day-care centers required to meet the 
needs of millions of working mothers to
day-and millions more who will enter 
the labor force during the 1970's. 

Mr. President, private industry will not 
be encouraged to take these vital steps 

unless the Congress passes the family as
sistance plan in this session. 

FAP represents public policy offered to 
achieve basic welfare reform. Its long
range objective is to help these families 
attain and retain independence and use
ful roles in their communities, through 
a comprehensive approach to the root 
causes of poverty. It is true that FAP is 
essentially an income maintenance pro
gram designed to put money, and thus 
goods and services into the hands of poor 
families, including the working poor. 
However, FAP is more than payment of 
the FAP benefit. It is an income strategy 
with many components, it is money plus 
employment, plus child care and other 
supportive services. All these components 
fit together to make a whole; one part 
is dependent upon the other. 

The payment of the FAP benefit in 
itself could not offer a promise of wel
fare reform. The hope of achieving wel
fare reform and the FAP objective of 
helping the poor and working poor cov
ered by the bill to attain and retain in
dependence lies in the cash payment plus 
the companion programs--the man
power services, the child-care programs, 
and related supportive services. This 
comprehensive package of services is de
signed to assist needy families with 
children to attain self-supporting, inde
pendent, and useful roles in society. It 
will provide the ladder out of poverty. 

Probably the most important single 
service provided for in the bill and the 
one on which the other components most 
depend for their effectiveness is the 
child-care provision. Without adequate 
child-care services the work features 
have no chance to succeed. It is the un
derpinning of the en tire program. 

Child -care services are provided to 
assure recipients that they will not be 
prevented from participating in training 
or employment by the unavailability of 
appropriate child-care programs. 

FAP child-care aims at making avail
able the appropriate kind of child care 
needed by families covered under F AP. 
To achieve this end, FAP child-care 
provisions include the following features: 

First. Appropriation to the Secretary 
of Health, Education, and Welfare would 
be authorized for grants and contracts 
for up to 100 percent Federal financing 
of the costs of child-care projects-
including transportation and construc
tion-to public or nonprofit private 
agencies. 

Second. Child-care programs provided 
would be of various kinds, providing for 
the kind of care needed in the light of 
different circumstances and needs of 
children and families to be served. The 
diversity and variety will help assure 
usage of services, a problem identified 
by reports and officials. Families could 
not find programs to suit their needs and 
therefore made their own and often in
adequate child-care arrangements. FAP 
intends to provide families with options. 

Third. All types of sponsors can par
ticipate in providing FAP child care. 
The Secretary of Health, Education, and 
Welfare can utilize public agencies, as 
well as private, nonprofit, and profit
making agencies. Thus, both the public 

and private sectors will be used in the 
provision of child care. 

Fourth. By providing for Federal ini
tiative and responsibility and full Federal 
funding, some of the obstacles which 
have inhibited the development and pro
vision of child-care services in the past 
will be removed. Lack of available child 
care has been identified as one of the 
major drawbacks in the functioning of 
the WIN program, preventing parents 
from participating in training and em
ployment. Local and State organizations 
and agencies just could not meet the 
rna tching funds required under current 
programs. Federal financing of 100 per
cent provided under FAP eliminates this 
problem, making it possible to move 
quickly; without waiting for State and 
local governments and agencies, with 
already strained fiscal problems, to 
search for the matching funds. 

Fifth. In addition to the 100-percent 
Federal financing the FAP will take two 
other steps to assure expeditious move
ment in providing child-care resources. 
Unlike other provisions of the bill, the 
child-care provisions become effective 
on enactment of the bill. The advance 
funding provision affords adequate notice 
of available funds. Appropriations for 1 
year to pay the cost of the program dur
ing the next year would be authorized. 

Sixth. The financing mechanism de
vised for FAP child care offers flexibility 
and more opportunity for State and local 
resources to respond more rapidly in de
veloping resources. Project grants or 
contracts could be provided to institu
tions for startup costs--that is, seed 
money for initial planning, capital in
vestment for facilities, training and op
erating costs for the period necessary to 
establish a smoothly running organiza
tion. It also makes it possible to make 
payments to licensed centers for opera
tions on a per capita basis for all eligi
ble children who are enrolled in these 
centers. 

Another important feature of the bill 
is in its authorization of funds for grants 
to, and contracts with, any public or pri
vate agency or organization for part or 
all of the costs for evaluation, research, 
training of personnel, technical assist
ance or research or demonstration proj
ects to determine more effective methods 
of providing child-care services. 

Well-designed child-care programs 
represent a double investment. In ad
dition to benefiting parents by freeing 
them for work, quality child care can 
provide children with great benefit and 
help break the cycle of poverty. There
fore, child care should not be regarded 
as a means to an end, provided only to 
free parents for work. Rather it is an 
end in itself. Developmental child-care 
programs which provide children with 
health, educational, and other necessary 
services promise to pay double invest
ments. 

F AP legislation proposes adequate 
child care for the school-age child. Thus, 
Federal Government moves toward as
suming responsibility for the milllon 
latch key children and attacks head-on 
a social problem of great magnitude. 

The number of school age children who 
are left to care for themselves during out-
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of-school hours continue to increase as 

more mothers enter the labor force. 

The implications of the neglected, un- 

cared-for child or the problems of school 

dropouts, delinquency, crime, unemploy- 

ment, and idleness in our society can no 

longer be ignored or underestimated. If 

the parents are not available to supervise 

and provide a loving, caring relation- 

ship to children in out-of-school periods, 

then the community must assume this re- 

sponsibility. Child care, therefore, must 

be viewed as a community responsibility 

and a community necessity. Quality child 

care for the school-age group is indeed a 

double investment, just as it is for the 

preschool child. 

T hrough its child-care provisions, 

FAP offers the possibility of freedom to 

millions of women who are trapped in 

poverty and despair because they have 

young children to be cared for and no 

way of providing for them while they 

work. FA P child care with its intent of 

providing programs which foster the in- 

tellectual and emotional development of 

the child, as well as his physical well 

being, offers the possibility of solid 

grounding which is essential to success 

in school and beyond. 

I endorse the principles established in 

the original concept of FA P and seek 

their enactment into law. FAP represents 

an idea whose time has come. 

PRESIDENTIAL VETO OF THE 

MANPOWER ACT 

Mr. McGOVERN . Mr. President, we


are dismayed and disheartened by the


veto of the Employment and Manpower 

Act of 1970.


C ongress has not made it a practice


to respond effectively to the cry for the


reform of our institutions and the re-

ordering of priorities.


But in this excellent legislation C on-

gress has written a record of which it 

may well be proud.


Over a 16-month period, with hearings


held from coast to coast, followed by


months of bargaining in executive ses-

sion, a fine, bipartisan bill has been fash-

ioned that would make sweeping reforms


in manpower programs, decentralizing 

planning and administration to S tates 

and communities, and create the na- 

tional program of public service jobs that 

has been for so long an item of unfin- 

ished business on the national agenda. 

The decentralization and reform parts 

of the bill are in direct response to the 

request made by the President in August 

1969. He requested seven items then; all 

seven are in the congressional reform 

manpower bill. 

The bill passed the Senate 68 to 6. In 

conference, compromise was reached on 

a number of points. 

The bill finally agreed to provided—  

First, a clear system of State and local 

prime sponsors to replace the Labor De- 

partment as administrators and plan- 

ners of manpower programs, with one- 

third of the funds set aside for those 

plans. 

S econd, one-third of the funds re- 

served for the vital public service em- 

ployment program. 

T hird, the final third reserved to the


Secretary to carry out in a flexible man-

ner his responsibilities, including the re- 

sponsibility of maintaining strong pro- 

grams like the O IC , the mainstream, new 

careers, and the N eighborhood Youth 

Corps.


Finally, it protects the interest of four 

groups of citizens often ignored in man-

power and other social programs: In-

dians, migrants, bilingual, and older


workers. 

O verall expenditures authorized are 

$9.5 billion over 4 years, beginning with 

$200 million for this fiscal year, when 

unemployment is at an 8-year high, for 

job creation right now. 

A nd what is the response of the ad- 

ministration to this extraordinary and 

unaccustomed example of responsive leg-

islation? Veto.


I t is an especially cruel veto for the 

hundreds of thousands of the unem- 

ployed for whom this legislation would 

have meant the dignity of valued com- 

munity work— such as the work that op- 

eration mainstream has provided older 

workers in rural areas over the past sev- 

eral years. 

It is a discouraging vote for those com- 

munity people, mayors and G overnors 

who have testified and worked hard in 

drafting and passing this bill, and for 

whom the legislation provided a rational, 

and locally controlled, democratically re- 

sponsive planning mechanism for local 

manpower programs to replace the dense 

thicket of tape and regulation that cur-

rently strangles efforts to make sense of


manpower programs at the local level.


T he veto is especially dismaying to


those— like John G ardner of common 

cause— who are devoting themselves to 

the task, the hope and the necessity of 

making the democratic system work in 

these difficult times. It is very hard to see 

so much work frustrated by an arbitrary


veto.


Finally, we must again ask where the 

heart of this administration lies. Why is 

$250 million for the SST a matter of na- 

tional honor, while $200 million this year 

for jobs is to be maligned as an irrespon- 

sible expenditure? 

I hope the C ongress will reaffirm its 

confidence in this legislation and over- 

ride the President's veto. 

RECESS UNTIL 9 A.M. ON MONDAY,


DECEMBER 21, 1970


Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, if there 

be no further business to come before the 

Senate, I move, in accordance with the 

previous order, that the Senate stand in 

recess until 9 o'clock on Monday next. 

T he motion was agreed to: and (at 6 

o'clock and 21 minutes p.m.) the Senate 

took a recess until 9 a.m., Monday, D e- 

cember 21, 1970.


CONFIRMATIONS 

Executive nominations confirmed by 

the Senate December 19 (legislative day 

of December 15) , 1970: 

U.S. ARMY 

T he following-named officer to be placed 

on the retired list in grade indicated under  

the p rov isions of title 1 0 , U nited S tates


C ode, section 3962 :


To be lieutenant general


L t. G en. Harry Herndon C ritz,            ,


A rmy of the United S tates (major general,


U.S. A rmy) .


U.S. NAVY


A dm. John J. Hyland, U .S . N avy, for ap-

pointment to the grade of admiral, w hen

retired, pursuant to the provisions of title


1 0 , United S tates C ode, section 52 33.


Vice A dm. W illiam I . M artin, U.S . N avy,


for appointment to the grade of vice admir-

al, when retired, pursuant to the provisions


of title 1 0 , United S tates C ode, section 5233.


R ear A dm. James L . Holloway I I I , U .S .


N avy, having been designated for commands


and other duties determined by the Presi-

d en t to be w ith in the con tem p la tion o f


title 1 0 , United S tates C ode, section 5231 , for


appointment to the grade of vice admiral


while so serving.


Vice A dm. Paul Masterton, U.S . N avy, and


Vice A dm. L uther C . Heinz, U.S . N avy, for


appointment to the grade of vice admiral,


when retired, pursuant to the provisions of


title 1 0 , United S tates C ode, section 52 33.


U.S. MARINE CORPS


T he following-named officers of the Marine


C orps for permanent appointment to the


grade of major general:


John R . C haisson 

A lan J. A rmstrong


O scar F. Peatross George C . Axtell


E dwin B. Wheeler Foster C . L ahue


R obert P. Keller


T he follow ing-named officer of the M a-

rine C orps R eserve for permanent appoint-

ment to the grade of major general:


A rthur B. Hanson


T he following-named officers of the M a-

rine C orps for permanent appointment to


the grade of brigadier general:


William C . C hip 

Joseph C . Fegan, Jr.


R alph H. S panjer 

Leslie E . Brown


R obert F. C onley 

Jay W. Hubbard


Fred E . Haynes, Jr. 

C harles S . R obertson


L awrence F. S noddy, D uane L . Faw


Jr. 

Mauro J. Padalino


R oss T . Dwyer, Jr. 

E dward S . Fris


S amuel Jaskilka Frank C . L ang


Kenneth J. Houghton


T he follow ing-named officer of the M a-

rine C orps R eserve for permanent appoint-

ment to the grade of brigadier general:


R ichard Mulberry, Jr.


U.S. Am FORCE


T he nom inations beg inning Phillip L .


A bo ld , to be 1 st lieu tenan t, and end ing 


John W . 0 . W illiams, to be captain, which


nominations were received by the S enate and


appeared in the C ongressional R ecord on


Dec. 3,1970.


U.S. ARMY


T he nominations beginning W illiam H .


Mason, to be colonel, and ending Margaret E .


W ilson, to be 1 st lieutenant, which nomina-

tions were received by the S enate and ap-

peared in the C ongressional R ecord on D ec. 8 ,


1970 ; and


T he nominations beginning Wayne D . Mc-

C onnell, to be colonel, and ending John A .


U rsillo, to be 2 d lieutenant, which nomina-

tions were received by the S enate and ap-

peared in the C ongressional R ecord on D ec.


10 ,1970.


U.S. NAVY


T he nominations beginning Perry A htye,


to be cap tain , and end ing Peter G ordon


C habot, to be commander which nomina-

tions were received by the S enate and ap-

peared in the C ongressional R ecord on D ec. 3,


1970 ; and


xxx-xx-xxxx
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The nominations beglnnlng Franklin S. 

Achille, to be ensign, and ending James J. 
Zelenak, to be lieutenant, (jg.), which nom
inations were received by the Senate and 
appeared in the Congressional Record on 
Dec. 10, 1970. 

U.S. MARINE CORPS 
The nominations beginning Louis Acosta, 

to be chief warrant omcer (W-4), and ending 
Kenneth P. Zrubek, to be chief warrant 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
omcer (W-2) , which nominations were re
ceived by the Senate and. appeared in the 
Congressional Record on Dec. 3, 1970; and 

1st Lieutenant Jack T. Kline, U.S. Marine 
Corps, for appointment to the grade of 
captain. 

U.S. DISTRICT COURTS 
James H. Gorbey, of Pennsylvania, to be a 

U.S. district judge for the Eastern District of 
Pennsylvania. 

December 19, 1970 
DEPARTMENT OF JUSTICE 

Ralph B. Guy, Jr., of Michigan, to be U.S. 
attorney for the Eastern District of Michigan 
for the term of 4 years. 

Frederick M. Coleman, of Ohio, to be U.S. 
attorney for the northern district of Ohio for 
the term of 4 years. 

Clarence A. Butler, of Maryland, to be U.S. 
marshal for the district of Maryland for the 
term of 4 years. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
BOB DOLE: OUR KIND OF SENATOR 

HON. KEITH G. SEBELIUS 
OF KANSAS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, December 17, 1970 

Mr. SEBELIUS. Mr. Speaker, in Kan
sas we enjoy a fourth estate that is his
torically famous for political shots that 
are point blank in range and that leave 
nothing misunderstood. Citizens in Kan
sas are never troubled trying to figure 
out the interpretation or meaning of 
the political commentary in Kansas 
newspapers. 

One newspaper that fits this tradition 
of "telling it like it is" is the Goodland 
Daily News. The News recently com
mented on my good friend and colleague 
BoB DoLE who has been achieving quite 
a bit of political fame and notoriety. 

It is interesting to note the faster that 
the junior Senator from Kansas moves 
up the ladder of political influence and 
success, the more his detractors com
plain. They forget one important fact-
BoB DoLE believes strongly in what this 
administration is trying to do and per
haps more important, he has the politi
cal fortitude to say so and do something 
about it. 

The Goodland Daily News said all of 
this recently in a well-written editorial 
typical of the way citizens in the First 
District of Kansas think. BoB DoLE gets 
things done and, putting party politics 
aside, he is the kind of action Senator 
the people of Kansas are proud of. 

The editorial follows: 
BoB DoLE: OUR KIND OF SENATOR 

Sen. Bob Dole, putting party politics aside, 
is our kind of man. Although a freshman 
senator, he has made his presence felt in the 
Senate Chamber. 

Dole doesn't really care how big they think 
they are; he'll try 'em on for size. And that 
even goes for the darling of Massachusetts
Sen. Ted Kennedy. 

H. L. Schwartz ill, an Associated Press 
writer, reported in a dispatch the other day 
that the Dole-Kennedy clashes are becom
ing more and more frequent. He describes 
Sen. Dole as the tall, lean defender of the 
White House wth the zeal of a Dodge City 
sheriff. 

We like the way Dole has been conducting 
himself. He klnda' makes you glad you're a 
Kansan. For too many years we have sent 
senators back there and never heard of them 
again. But Dole has reversed that pattern. 
He's being heard of-not only in his home 
state--but across our great land. 

Dole is a capable politician. From his years 
as county attorney of Russell County to his 
days in the House of Representatives, and 
now in the Senate, he has been a big vote 
getter. He says what he feels must be sald
llke lt or not. And. he does what he feels 
must be done. 

Some people questioned his ab1llty as a 
Senator; too many 'big boys' in that particu
lar chamber; they would beat him down at a 
mere whimper. But it hasn't been that way. 
Our fellow Kansan knows how to use his 
tongue. And the lashings he gives aren't soon 
forgotten. 

Sen. Dole is a close friend of President 
Nixon. He is a dedicated Republican. His de
fense of the President and his defense of his 
party are not to be taken lightly. 

Dole has that little extra something that 
draws support from both sides of the politi
cal column here in Kansas. And in the elec
tion in 1968, he received more votes than 
did anyone else. 

Bob Dole's okay. And that's something 
when you consider a Democrat said it. 

RETAINING THE PANAMA CANAL 

HON. JOHN G. SCHMITZ 
OF CALIFORNIA 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Thursday, December 17, 1970 

Mr. SCHMITZ. Mr. Speaker, Straus
Hupe and Possony, in "International Re
lations," said: 

The construction of the Panama Canal 
may well prove to have been the most fa.te
ful event in Japanese history and to have 
condemned Japan to certain failure when 
she had hardly started on her expansionist 
venture. 

The Panama Canal and the Canal 
Zone, an area 5 miles on each side of the 
center line of the canal serving as its 
protective frame, were acquired by the 
United States in the days when diplo
macy's mission was geared toward pro
tecting America's national interest. To
day's diplomats operating under guide
lines designed to achieve some vague, 
semimystical international order are 
considering giving this area to Panama. 

Recognition of the necessity for a wat
erway connecting the Atlantic and Pa
cific Oceans and avoiding the long jour
ney around the Horn, which even today 
adds 20 to 30 days to a steamer's 
journey, led us to negotiate the Hay
Bunau-Varilla Treaty of 1903. This 
treaty granted to the United States in 
perpetuity the use, occupation and con
trol of the Canal Zone, giving us sov
ereign rights over that area. 

The wisdom of this acquisition and 
the construction of the Canal was shown 
during the Second World War and the 
Korean war. P....s the two top United 
States strategists quoted above point out, 
it was one of the main geopolitical fac
tors-the key link-in bringing about 
the Japanese defeat. 

The Panama Canal greatly increases 
the strategic mobility of our Naval forces 

by significantly shortening the time 
necessary to shift the forces in the face 
of changing threats. As our Navy is cut 
back, the necessity grows for the greatest 
possible speed in redeployment. 

The canal also allows us to maintain 
more combat power in the Pacific area 
over a longer period of time at lower 
cost. During the Vietnam war the United 
States has saved $284 million in the costs 
of shipping ammunition by using the 
canal rather than sending it by rail to 
west coast ports. As the attack on the 
Defense budget continues to mount, in 
what is surely the most suicidal cam
paign it has ever been my misfortune to 
witness, this saving becomes increasingly 
important. 

The Soviets have long desired to deny 
us control over the canal and have made 
every effort to push the United States 
out of Panama. In 1946 Soviet agent 
Alger Hiss, then in charge of the Office 
of Special Political Affairs for the De
partment of State, transmitted a memo
randum to the United Nations in which 
he termed the Cana.l Zone "occupied ter
ritory," thus attempting to incite Pana
manians into demanding return of the 
zone. In 1959 Fidel Castro sent an ex
peditionary force to Panama to wage "a 
war of liberation." Although both Hiss' 
and Castro's efforts fuled, they are vivid 
examples of a long-standing desire on the 
part of the Soviets to separate the United 
States from a piece of its sovereign terri
tory integral to its national security. 

Currently there is a campaign under
way to force the United States to negoti
ate new treaties with Panama which 
would relinquish our soveignty over the 
canal under the pretext that it is neces
sary to replace the existing canal with a 
new sea-level canal. The report of the 
Atlantic-Pacific Interoceanic Canal 
Study Commission, submitted earlier this 
month, has recommended that such a 
project be undertaken, even though ad
mittedly a "financial risk," rather than 
complete the modernization of the exist
ing canal. 

This "sour grapes" attitude toward the 
present canal came as no surprise to 
those familiar with the make-up of this 
commission. Its chairman is Robert B. 
Anderson, the chief U.S. negotiator of 
the team which drew up a new treaty 
with Panama in 1967 which would have 
ceded U.S. sovereignty over the zone and 
would have given to Panama not only 
the existing canal, but any new sea-level 
canal which might be built. This treaty 
was so vigorously opposed in both the 
House and the Senate that it was never 
signed. Even if the present Government 
of Panama was friendly towards the 
United States, which it is not, giving 
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